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ABSTRACT 


The purpose of the present study was to explore some 
relevant factors: personality characteristics, acquired 
belief systems and attitudes, social alienation in our current 
society and familial relationships which would distinguish 
groups defined by a non-medical drug—non-drug use continuum, 
A cross-section of adolescents, a normal (high school) and 
deviant (mental hospital) population, were investigated. The 
subjects of this study were drawn from the Adolescent Unit of 
the Alberta Hospital, Edmonton, and two Edmonton High Schools 
—one Catholic and one Public. The participants ranged in 
age from 15 to 20. The subjects from the two populations 
were qualitatively classed, according to extent of non-medical 
drug use, into the following categories: Alcohol Only group, 
Marijuana Only group, Multiple Drug group and Non User group. 

The California Personality Inventory and a questionnaire, 
which would yield information about pertinent demographic 
variables, specific drug and non-drug related behavior, family 
variables, secial and peer group relationships, values, and 
attitudes towards drugs, were administered. 

The continuous variables were analyzed by the one-way 
analysis of variance and Scheffe comparison of means methods; 


the discrete variables were analyzed by the chi square method. 


santooe os “en gueeou 


: 7 a, i - : 
L two te Vpyieetdasse ters 4 i bars 0.2% 
eretive 20a Mi M44 too pi & 
Fizetic 7240 # j H a te a? ae. | L 
inet : ‘| 7 - { ws hie 
Laue TI i gn3a° @ : 
‘ 
; j : a 
Y 
s t ? - s { a {< } ’ 
s i 
ty a tes Ame 
bo port f j pies 3 x~e ry TPP. | 2,198 
° 1) aL? 4 4 
see v2 2 
ala 1} ) ; , a Sw ‘i? 4 iif ( re 
| : nag j w >: és i 5 esa 
i>=* ! 


4 S fen ‘we & porrenss 


: ; 7 Pes ae 
- ieee baejele? ra i. nig ote syst =S)%4a riot a pies int a 


yitua® : 
' : - : a ) = . 
tte ,oheld. ,pcifeoalisi>”: Qynsp Her wie ‘i oee eicaisc\ 
_ ¥ 
7 Pats £074 }6%8 aie pai anna oo eat Lade 


ann penne aid ae “a teeuten j pre eats: rie some ar at 


* antes 2° 7 . ae Lakes oo! USpest bas pave. 
” eet a) 


— 
crr be mi 4! 


elea)sew 099%: 


The major hypothesis, which dealt with the personality 
variables of the California Personality Inventory, was that 
the High School Multiple Drug group would resemble the four 
Hospital groups and differ from the High School Alcohol Only, 
Marijuana Only and Non User groups. The major hypothesis for 
all variables (scales) of the California Personality Inventory 
was not supported. The significant results suggested the two 
Multiple Orug groups’ problems relate to the socialization- 
asocialization (delinquency) continuum. The minor hypotheses, 
which dealt with the questionnaire data, were that the High 
School and Hospital Multiple Drug groups would resemble one 
another and differ from the other groups. The minor hypotheses 
for all of the variables were not supported. However, the two 
Multiple Drug groups were similar and showed some significant 
differences from the other groups in their family and peer 
relationships, family structure, and specific activities and 
interests. The Normal Multiple Drug group was one of the 
youngest groups and the subjects of the Hospital Multiple 
Drug group, who had long histories of non-medical drug use 
and personal problems, were the oldest. One of the most 
important implications of this finding for further invest- 
igation is the possibility of psychopathology extant within 


the High School Multiple Orug group. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
INTRODUCTION 


The most comprehensive review of current drug! behavior 
in Canada, the LeDain Commission of Inquiry into the Non- 
Medical Use of Orugs, concluded that alcohol may be our most 
serious drug problem for both adults and youth. The final 
report, nevertheless, referred to the use of strong halluci- 
nogens, amphetamines and opiate narcotics as the drugs of 
concern requiring further understanding. 

From the period of increased non-medical drug use, 
beginning in the mid-1960's in this country, experts in the 
social, medical and psychological fields have offered expla- 
nations and theories have proliferated. The LeDain Report, 
however, repeatedly pointed to the valuable but primarily 
impressionistic data (clinical) and the disproportionate amount 
of research on non-representative samples, such as prisons, as 
a basis for explanation. What may be regarded as methodolog- 
ical problems are further confounded by opposing value systems 


and problems of a semantic nature. 


\orua. Any substance that, by its chemical nature, alters 
structure or function in the living organism. Substances which 
are typically required for the maintenance of normal function 
(such as foods) are generally excluded from this definition. 
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The present study is an attempt to provide information 
about normal (high school) adolescents as well as abnormal 
(mental hospital) adolescents utilizing objective, quantifiable 
psychological and socio-psychological measures considered 
relevant to drug using behavior. 

The frequent and multiple user of psychoactive drugs will 


be the focus of concern, 
THE PROBLEM 


During the mid-1960's a small but significant segment of 
Canadian middle class youth began to use psychoactive drugs 
and the illegal use of these drugs, rather than being a trane 
Sient phenomenon, has since increased. There is evidence 
that the overall rate of increase may have reached a stage of 
stabilization from 1968 to the present. 

The occasional use of marijuana socially, when not associ- 
ated with use of more "dangerous drugs,” may be no more or less 
harmful than the occasional use of alcohol, which is readily 
accepted by society, and may be motivated by the simple desire 
for pleasure (LeDain, Cannabis Report, 1972). 

"Experimental" use by adolescents may be regarded as 
normal adolescent curiosity, particularly in a society which 
values new and novel experiences (LeDain, Final Report, 1973). 

More frequent or dependent use of any psychoactive drug, 
but particularly of such psychoactive drugs as the strong 
hallucinogens such as LSD, amphetamines, and opiate narcotics, 


is regarded by the present writer as serious both because of 


their greater potential to harm the individual and because 

of the purported social and personal problems their use 
reflects. Users of such drugs are variously regarded as 
having a more serious personality disturbance or as reflecting 
the serious problems of our society in a state of transition. 
However, use of the more dangerous drugs is considered by many 
to involve primarily chance factors and normal social learning 
through association with peers who use those drugs. 

One of the most frequently re-occurring themes in the 
literature is the concept of alienation of youth from the 
values of the dominant culture during a period of rapid 
societal change and the consequent vulnerability of youth to 
drug use to escape the stress resulting from such change. 

King (1969) offered a frame of reference for dealing with 
these issues which embraces both the factors of the individual 
selective response, or the individual and his particular moti- 
vations, and the factors of societal change during the partic- 
ular phase of adolescent development. 

King regarded the major task of the adolescent, that of 
forming a stable identity, as more apt to being a crisis during 
social change and this crisis may be reacted to by passive with- 
drawal or active rebellion taking either a constructive or 
destructive form. Orugs may provide an avenue for withdrawal 
and represent one way of responding to a crisis. 

He warned that a danger particular to the use of drugs by 
adolescents, lies in the delaying of the normal maturational 


process and acquisition of skills necessary to function in 
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society. The adolescent who does not react to the crisis 
constructively but rather chooses drugs, sets off a chain of 
events that may be ultimately destructive. 

The appreciation of the role of both social factors and 
the selective individual response in an interactive process 
is regarded by the present author as a reasonable model for 
explaining any human behavior, in this instance drug behavior. 
The present study will explore those social-psychological and 
personality variables associated with drug using behavior. 

Unrepresentative populations, such as prisons, have 
Frequently been the source of information on drug users and 
this information has been generalized to adolescents. The 
present study is based on a cross section of normal high 
school students and adolescents institutionalized ina 
Provincial Mental Hospital. 

Many of the earlier studies of the mid-1960's, partic- 
ularly those concerned with marijuana, compared marijuana 
users or drug users to non users. The first class was fre- 
quently heterogeneous and included a wide range of drug using 
behavior. Drug use follows different patterns and the present 
investigations will be an attempt to determine whether differ- 
ent characteristics are associated with these different drug 
using subcultures. Subjects will be qualitatively classed as 


to drug use to provide this information, 
HYPOTHESES 


The major hypothesis of the present study is that the 
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High School Multiple Orug group would differ from the High 
School Alcohol Only, Marijuana Only and Non User groups and 
resemble the Hospital Alcohol Only, Marijuana Only, Multiple 
Drug and Non User groups on the respective personality vari- 
ables of the California Personality Inventory. 


The minor hypotheses regard the variables specified as 


Interest and Activity Orientation, Family, Social and Peer 


Relations, Values, and Attitudes Towards Drugs. It is 
hypothesized that the High School and Hospital Multiple Drug 


groups would differ from the High School and Hospital Alcohol 


Only, Marijuana Only and Non User groups on these variables. 
ORGANIZATION OF REMAINDER OF THE THESIS 


Chapter Two of the Present study, in the absence of a 
conclusive research based theory on drug use, contains a 
review of relevant hypotheses regarding the social-psycholog- 
ical and personality variables characterizing different drug 
uSing populations, Related research findings are presented. 
Final emphasis is on the multiple-causation approach of 
Chein (1968). In Chapter Three the experimental design and 
procedure of the present study are outlined and the results 
are presented in Chapter Four. Chapter Five includes a 
summary and discussion of the results of the study with 
reference to the research and hypotheses reviewed in Chapter 
Two. The implications for further research are discussed 
briefly and possible application of the findings in the thera- 


peutic fields are mentioned. 
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CHAPTER I! 
SURVEY OF THE LITERATURE 
INTRODUCTION 


There has been an enormous proliferation of literature 
on the subject of the non-medical use of psychoactive drugs 
From the period of increased use in the mid-1960's. The 
present review is a selected sample of relevant hypotheses 
and research evidence and is primarily concerned with the 
sociological and psychological correlates of the non-medical 
use of drugs. Theories are reviewed under "epidemiolog- 
ical,” “social,” "psychological," and “social-psychological” 
Factors, although there is considerable overlap. Such 
a distinction is considered arbitrary and drug behavior is 
assumed to involve multiple causes which interact in a dynamic 
and complex manner. The chapter concludes by a presentation 
of the multiple-causative theory of Chein (1968) as a frame of 
reference in which data and hypotheses can be incorporated. 
Although they are considered important variables, there is 
minimal discussion of the conditions considered necessary 
but not sufficient for drug use; availability, information and 
opportunity, and neutralization, through peer influence, of the 
moral, legal and medical-health “social controls." 


“Orugs of concern” are referred to the use of strong 
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hallucinogens, such as LSD, amphetamines and the opiate nar- 
cotics. The review is considered in the context of the 
assumption that occasional marijuana use or experimental use 
of the "drugs of concern" is not symptomatic of pathology nor 
is this pattern of use likely to have as serious consequences 
(bebain Reports7-19¢2; 11973) « 

An additional consideration regards the general social 
Climate in which drugs are used today as opposed to the ethos 
of initial use in the early 1960's. It is assumed that 
earlier proselytizers of hallucinogens, such as Dr. Leary, 
for the purpose of attaining religious insight and self improve- 
ment, and the philosophy of the "hippie subculture” are less 
influential today (LeDain Report, 1973). 

The “social user," described by Keniston (1968-69), as 
in search for truth and meaningful experiences, may be more 
applicable to an earlier period, or, at least, to college 
rather than high school students who may be more hedonistic 
users. This does not deny the importance of alienation or a 
counterculture explanation of psychoactive drug use. 

"Physiological" effects and effects on "intellectual" 
functioning are not emphasized and the pharmaceutical 
properties of the drugs will not be discussed. 

The chapter begins with a presentation of selected 
estimates of use in Canada and demographic variables as an 


index of the general proportions of the problem. 
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EPIDEMIOLOGY 
INC TOENCESOESUSE 


Most of the epidemiological studies of illicit drug use, 
employing acceptable sampling techniques, have concentrated 
on high school populations in Eastern Canadian cities. These 
estimates, to be presented, may approximate use in the city of 
Edmonton which was the location of the present study. One 
survey of six provinces including Alberta found that rate of 
use in 1969 of marijuana, LSD, and solvents was 8.11, 2.24 and 
5.86 percent, respectively (Smart, 1971). In the Edmonton 
Public School Board Drug Survey (1971) of 3,246 students, use 
of drugs other than alcohol and tobacco was reported by 38.6 
percent, 39.8 percent, and 42.7 percent of the students in 
grade ten, eleven, and twelve, respectively. Of those who 
has used drugs, eighty one percent had discontinued under the 


influence of family or friends. 


1.) Marijuana 
Whitehead and Smart (1970) who reported on the overall 


incidence of high school student marijuana smoking in Halifax, 
Toronto and Montreal found the rates to be similar, 6.6, 6.9 
and 8.6 percent, respectively. Smart and Fejer (1971) 
reviewed three surveys conducted in 1970 in Niagara Counties, 
British Columbia and Ottawa which indicated the higher rates 


of 12.4, 19.7 and 9.0 percent, respectively, using marijuana. 
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2.  Hallucinogens 
Whitehead and Smart (1970) found high school student LSD 


rates were virtually the same in all three of the Halifax, 
Toronto and Montreal communities ranging from 2.4 to 3.2 
percent. The rate of use of other hallucinogens was also 
Similar, ranging from 2 to 2.5 percent. The Commission report 
(1973) on a national survey of LSD and other hallucinogen use 
estimated that four percent of students had used the drug by 
the spring of 1970 which increased and possibly stabilized at 
a 5 to 10 percent rate in the spring of 1972. Smart and 
Fejer's review (1971) of the three 1970 surveys found LSD use 
higher than the earlier 1968-1969 rate of an average of 2.5 
percent. The high school student rates in 1970 in Toronto, 
Halifax and British Columbia were 8.5, 8.1 and 6.6 percent, 


respectively. 


3. Amphetamines 
Whitehead and Smart (1970) reported the incidence of 


Stimulant use, amongst high school students, to be 5.8 percent 
in Montreal, 6.0 percent in Halifax and 7.3 percent in Toronto. 
Smart and Fejer's (1971) review of surveys found an average of 
6.5 percent rate of use in the three cities from 1968 and 1969 
did not differ significantly from the rate of use in 1970. 

The LeDain Commission research report (1973) distinguished 
between intravenous amphetamine use and oral use of amphetamines. 
They estimated there were 2,000 to 3,000 chronic, high dose 
intravenous amphetamine users with a further 1,000 to 1,500 


who did not use it regularly. They found these rates became 
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numerically stable between 1970 and 1972. The Commission 
survey (1973) suggested a figure of 7 percent for students 
using amphetamine and amphetamine like drugs orally was repre- 
sentative and that there was no significant change from 1968 
to 1972, 

Smart and Fejer's (1971) epidemiological review indicated 
an average of 6.5 percent of students in Halifax, Montreal and 
Toronto used stimulants at least once and this rate did not 


differ significantly between 1968 and 1970. 


4. Glue and Solvents 

Whitehead and Smart (1970) found considerable variation 
in rates of glue sniffing amongst high school students ranging 
from 1.9 percent in Montreal to 3.1 percent in Halifax to 5.7 
percent in Toronto. Similarly, Smart and Fejer's (1971) 
review of surveys indicated wide variation in reported use in 
1970 with 1.2 percent rate of use in British Columbia, 3 
percent in Ottawa and 3.8 percent for glue and 5.3 percent 
for solvent use in Toronto. 

A LeDain Commission survey (1973) estimated solvent use 
amongst adolescents to be about four percent with about 20 
percent using the drugs more than once a month. The rate of 
use of solvents showed stabilization and possibly decline 


from the 1968-1972 period. 


5. Barbiturates 
Both Whitehead and Smart (1970) and LeDain Commission 


studies (1973) suggested there was not significant change in 
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the number of people using barbiturates during the period 1968 
to 1971. The incidence of use was estimated to be about three 
percent, with one fifth using these drugs more than once a 


month, 


6. Uplate Narcotics 
Whitehead and Smart (1970) reported opiate use by 1.9, 


1.5 and 1.6 percent of high school students in Toronto, 
Montreal and Halifax. Predictions by the authors were that 


these rates would increase. 


(.. Multiple Drug Use Patterns 


Wozny (1971) found marijuana use correlated significantly 
with other drug use, including the use of alcohol and tobacco 
in a technical school and university population. 

Whitehead and Smart (1970) examined the rate of use of 
other drugs within the high school marijuana smoking groups 
in Halifax, Toronto and Montreal whose use was estimated to 
be 6.6, 6.9 and 8.6 percent, respectively. 

Within the marijuana smoking group, use of tobacco and 
alcohol showed the highest rate of use, with 76 and 86 percent 
of the students using alcohol and 83 to 90 percent using 
tobacco. Bogg (1969) found a similar association for American 
high school students. Those who used alcohol were much more 
likely to want to try marijuana. 

Stimulant use was reported for 40 percent of the Halifax 
and Toronto marijuana using group and 30 percent for Montreal. 


LSD rates of use were virtually the same in all three 
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communities, about 30 percent. 

Relatively low rates of glue sniffing were found in 
Halifax and Montreal; 13 and 12 percent, respectively, while 
the Toronto rate was twice as high, 26 percent. 

Barbiturates were used by 16 percent of Montreal marijuana 
smokers. For Toronto, the rate was 24 percent and 30 percent 
in Halifax, 

Halifax and Toronto had higher rates of opiate use, 22 
percent and 20 percent, than the Montreal rate of 14 percent. 

Whitehead and Smart (1970) like Goode (1969) considered 
sociogenic factors as important in an explanation of their 
Findings. That is, similar psychoactive substances to mari- 
juana are frequently available through similar channels. 

Also, increased association with people who define drugs 

favorably provides information and the opportunity for learn- 
ing that neutralizes the mechanisms of social control of drug 
use such as immorality and the fear of medical health hazards. 

They also considered psychological factors and suggested 
marijuana and LSO users may find themselves aversive and 
would like to experience any number of emotional and percep- 


tual changes. 
SEX 


Hughes (1971) found significantly more users of marijuana 
were male at the Northern Alberta Institute of Technology, 
whereas, Wozny (1971) found na sex differences in users at this 


technical institute nor at the University of Alberta, Edmonton. 
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Whitehead, Smart and Laforest (1970) found that in 
Toronto, Halifax and Montreal, for the more socially accept- 
able drugs such as alcohol, the ratio of males to females was 
very similar. 

Prescription drugs such as tranquilizers, barbiturates and 
amphetamines also showed a one to one ratio. However, for the 
less acceptable drugs, marijuana and glue, the ratio was two 
males to one female and three times as many males used LSD. 

The LeDain Commission (1973) reported a three to two, 
male to female ratio of LSD in 1970 and in 1972, the use of 


glue showed a more even sex distribution. 
GRADE 


Whitehead (1969) found a general trend in increase in 
drug use in Halifax from grade seven to grade eleven, with a 
decrease between grade eleven and twelve. The only exceptions 
to this trends glue sniffing peaked in grade nine and marijuana 
use in grade twelve. Toronto differed from this in that it was 


mot characterized by a single dominant trend in peak rates. 
GRADE AVERAGE 


LeDain Commission field studies (1973) of speed using 
Communities found that most who did not reside with parents 
had left school before graduating and between 60 and 70 
percent of the total sample had failed one grade. 

Similar findings of poor academic performance and early 


school drop out are reported among opiate users and in 
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Henderson's British Columbia study (1970) more than eighty 
percent had left school by age sixteen. Smart, Fejer, and 
White (1972) found that of those students having an average 

of 50% or less, 16.3% used LSO, while only 2.8% of those with 
an average over 74% claimed to use LSD. They also found that 
the greatest proportion of users of barbiturates and tranquil- 
izers were among those who had an average of 40% or under and 
solvent users did not do as well in school as their peers. 

Wispinski's (1972) sample of adolescent multiple drug 
users from Alberta Hospital, Edmonton were found to be one 
to two years behind in school and a high percentage had 
dropped out of school. 

Whitehead (1970), in a review of studies, had found a 
very similar pattern of poor academic performance to those 
found by Smart, Fejer and White (1972) for Halifax high school 
students who used LSD, barbiturates and solvents. Both 
studies showed academic performance was not significantly 


related to the use of alcohol among high school students. 
SOCIAL CLASS 


Wozny (1971) found no differences in the social class of 
marijuana users, potential users and non users who attended 
either the University of Alberta, Edmonton or Northern Alberta 
Institute of Technology. 

Smart, Fejer and White (1972), and Whitehead (1970) 
reported no relationship was found between social class and 
the use of alcohol or hallucinogens. They found a high 


proportion of students who used barbiturates and tranquilizers 
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came from homes where the father was either a professional 
or skilled worker, but use was highest among those students 
Heportingeanoerarnen” ane tfather not working: “S9Similarly, 
use of solvents was highest in this latter category, but, 
otherwise, users showed a normal class distribution. 

The Commission survey (1973) reported that the majority 
of "speed" users had a middle or upper middle class origin. 

The MacDonald Commission study (1971) of a non-high 
school sample of heroin dependents in a British Columbia 
prison found that over forty percent of the subjects came 
From homes where the father or father substitute was a 
professional, a white collar worker or a skilled laborer. 
Five percent of the fathers had been unemployed or engaged 
in unlawful pursuits, but, otherwise, occupational distri- 


bution resembled a normal population. 
SURTAL THEGRLES 


The concept of alienation is one of the major themes 
appearing in the literature on drug use. This social theoret- 
ical orientation is exemplified by Crook (1970). He blamed 
the major social institutions for failing to provide situations 
and opportunities for meaningful and satisfying social partici- 
pation by the young. Adolescents feel and rebel against this 
denial of meaningful participation. He stressed the psycho- 
logical problems of the affluent who cannot find satisfaction 
in current society. 


Crook regarded parents as also alienated due to the shift 


15 


pea yaa 
Bs caging? ae 
~ydbeind tena vpauteun te: | 
eu -ytaod ta! sutsda in) he ae > ‘ 
qatvediy bts sseks WEaeian- © foarte onesies seat 

yiieel en en: JeRa Setvages ter) iavave ke Lee ant WY 
nat even “ede on 7 


aigicg éqeit artede Teqpiedt wloule & . 
@teifaor = °4 rat) whante yofewiaxcs © Ta aed eat. a: 7 - 
Siomula nes itweS re szaenreuan otecter +¢ Sieeen seutagy 

ee Jitsu Taye Len? beeo* aeadea= 


sasty #3207 G2 )at? (0) Oo OeS2 > 
a 
& seme Suc hseduy terse) 3026 "7et (er 977 @ cp bee eee 


Aiooe sclivg wit é igen eee | ; 
s Hef) cod gat indg ic Jaszree oi?’ i 
"i 


Se4otai Yell .2?.6 32 


sets Oy ‘ite Soyo gre a Le 
~—wtele ‘sralsegivisse (see w8 ue [4s +2 dtet tet (ee ta! ar 
- 
mrt bt eects) ty irre eet’ 47 426i 


7 
PLAN PS AP i + 
- UW 
eT ? Ss mel neltertistd “= roecias AT 7 


de xtiert! ie : vee eve ve art read ops. 1s orisasase 

hoes fh eA 4d iy mbtrad sel pee Le wed re) rede aig tat 
nigelii. seauotwosyeiiits? tat eral dst se ratios stem 
7 ead 


~hudigan) (ciaye (prs y ial ies one dargeind 
Sitl: PrAIboe Laces lant Taw) > Eat 


eras v9! eae 


to urban, industrialized society which increases the potential 
Om oenerationalsconfilict «Further conflict! arises outeoft 
parents" attempts to "live" through their children. 

Also, the education system was regarded by Crook as 
dehumanizing and yet the young are not assured security. 

They reject the bureaucratized, industrialized society and 
the intellectual approach to life. If they do not opt for 
political activities, only drugs remain as a retreatist mode. 

Similarly, Grinspoon (1971) and Keniston (1968-1969) 
viewed a “generalized rejection of prevalent and dehumanizing 
American values" as playing a role in psychoactive drug use. 
The alternative value here, is for internal experience, truth 
and meaningful experience. Grinspoon added that a lack of 
commitment toa past, stable traditions leaves students with a 
profound uncertainty about their future and generates the 
experience of vague anxiety. 

Both authors distinguished between the "“pothead," who 
regularly uses marijuana and probably LSD and for whom drug 
use becomes a central focal point, and the “occasional,” or 
casual, and “frequent” social user. Grinspoon considered it 
is within the first group that psychopathology exists and 
frequently it is the same group for which drug use is most 
dangerous. Psychopathology may be in the form of marked 
anxiety, severe depression, cognitive disturbances or 
depersonalization and these disturbances both play a role in 
motivation to use drugs and also enhance the risk of use. 


Suchman (1968) paralleled this view but rather than 
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referring to the "absence" of a value system, proposed the 
emergence of a new value system and refers to the new outlook 
on life as the “hang-loose ethic." He sees the youth of 
today developing new behavior patterns and values which are, 
For the most part, contrary to the established order. One 

of the fundamental characteristics of this ethic is that it 
is irreverant. It repudiates or at least questions seriously 
such cornerstones of conventional society as christianity, 

my country right or wrong, sanctity of marriage, civil dis- 
obedience, the accumulation of wealth, right or even compe- 
tence of parents, the schools, and the government to head and 
make decisions for everybody—in sum, the establishment. 

Suchman, through a questionnaire found that the more a 
student's self-image tended to be rebellious, cynical, anti- 
establishment, “hippie” and apathetic, the more likely was 
that student to use marijuana. 

Hughes (1971) examined the applicability of the "hang- 
loose ethic" for understanding marijuana use in a Canadian 
setting (Northern Alberta Institute of Technology). His 
questionnaire, Hee tcned to measure adherance to the "“hang- 
loose ethic" (as opposed to the Protestant ethic), consisted 
of items about family, aspirations, activities, and some 
behavioral, attitudinal, value and personality (self concept) 
correlates of the “hang-loose ethic." As predicted, Marijuana 
users were Significantly differentiated from the Non Users, 
by items considered correlates of the “hang-loose ethic" and 


were found to be male, urban, agnostic, experienced fewer 
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close relationships and activities with families, felt they 
were more popular with the opposite sex, and favored having 
a good time. 

Kleber (1965) cautioned, “orientation to subculture or 
counterculture values may reflect adjustment to a smaller 
group.” This bears on the problem of interpretation and 
diagnosis of young drug users on standard psychological tests 
that equate what may be deviant as pathological. 

Grinspoon (1971) considered concepts of defiance and 
deviance as becoming increasingly irrelevant to marijuana 
use. 

H. B. Becker's (1968) model, with specific reference 
to marijuana, took issue with the premise that a psycholog- 
ical need or problem motivates the regular user. He conducted 
interviews with fifty regular users of marijuana and concluded 
that the chief motive was pleasure, not a wish to escape from 
the psychological problems he cannot face. It was most used, 
he found, as a casual non-compulsive pleasure giving recre- 
ational device. Becker considered that habitual marijuana 
use comprises a “learning process,” where, by association 
with other experienced users, the neophyte learns to recognize 
the presence of symptoms of marijuana use and define them as 
pleasurable. In the course of this process, he develops a 
motivation to use marijuana which was not and could not have 
been present when he began use. 

This model may, of course, not apply to other drugs, with 


the possible exception of LSD. Goode (1969) asserted that 
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marijuana may be a unique drug in that its use is "“sociogenic," 
that is, its use is group dependent and the “using” group 
shares an identity and its use may, therefore, be accounted 

for by Becker's model. 

Becker's model exemplifies the "contagion" or “infection” 
theory and the significance of association with users in both 
initial use and choice of drug using pattern. With respect 
to youth this points to the sossible importance of the peer 
group influence or pressure. 

Fort (1969), rather than offering the concept of deviance 
or alienation as an explanation of drug use, regarded it as 
the successful modeling by children of adults in a “drug 
prone” nation, 

Simon and Gagnon (1969) similarly stated, "kids are not 
in revolt, they are acknowledging how influential a model the 
Older generation was," 

Grinspoon (1971), in a similar vein, suggested, as the 
external world becomes more crowded and consequently both 
esthetically less interesting and more restricting, there may 
be increased interest in exploring facets of the internal world, 

And finally, the LeDain Commission Report (1973) considered 
certain conditions of modern life conducive to non-medical use. 
Among them is the bombardment of the nervous system by stimuli 
of all kinds. This leads to a desire to seek relief by with- 
drawal or insulation of some kind. 

The above sociological considerations emphasize that 


the drug user emerges out of a particular set of social 
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relationships. There is a tendency to either deny the 
appropriateness of the concept of deviance or to locate the 
deviance within the social processes and social structures 
rather than within the individual, Further, the choice of 


drugs is mediated by social and environmental influences. 
PSYCHOLOGICAL THEORIES 


A psychological approach to psychoactive drug use gener- 
ally views the repeated usage of psychoactive drugs as indic- 
ative of underlying personality problems or psychopathological. 
The difficulty of disentangling the problem of which came first; 
the drug or the depression or personality disorder, is apparent 
in most studies, 

The concept of "social career" was provided by Becker 
(1968) in a "sociological" explanation of drug use. A study 
conducted by Blumer (1967) raises the question of what addi- 
tional factors determine selection of an individual into a 
particular “social career." Blumer noted in his study of 
juvenile multiple drug users, that within a lower class 
neighborhood there co-existed a variety of adolescent drug 
uSing patterns. He concluded there were a variety of "careers" 
along which one could pass, 

With specific reference to heroin, the LeDain Commission 
(1973) concluded that its use is often only a part of a complex 
of delinquent activities and attitudes. A variety of person- 
ality and chance factors determine self selection into a par- 


ticular friendship group but these have not been adequately 
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explored to date. Lindesmith (1940) accorded great importance 
to chance factors in an explanation of heroin use and arqued 
that the desire to try heroin was motivated by a lack of 

other activities and gratification in other areas of life. 

In the following studies specific psychopathological 
States or more general personality disturbances are postulated 
as an explanation for use of a variety of psychoactive drugs. 

Paterson (1970) recognized the existence of a group of 
young people in Edmonton, who “do drugs," i.e., used anything 
available or offered to them. This group is distinguishable 
from adolescents who "experiment" with drugs or from those 
with “situational” problems, 

The young people who “do drugs” have a significant degree 
of psychopathology (e.9., manic, depressed, or suicidal states). 
These individuals are generally rebellious towards authority 
Figures, “dropouts” or “underachievers" in school, withdraw- 
ing from our society, often lonely and they find considerable 
support and need satisfaction in a "drug culture." 

Strict legal enforcement and lack of awareness among 
adults may only increase their estrangement from “our" society. 
Rather these individuals, who are identifiable, should be 
recognized as in desperate need of help. They are generally 
still open to help from a non threatening and trusted adult 
(Paterson, 1970). 

Wispinski (1972) examined the files of thirty-seven, male, 
multiple drug users (one to three years, three to five psycha- 


active substances) between the ages of fifteen and nineteen, 


2 oe Walawkede see isan wrt oO (ean ane) 
sehr Sa. arte Garte =t righ 4 hy & orn +21 paaee Wy 
Lesdontos bekoepdae ale Lani: be RAL pte Le) i 
abe licer;: sto “SaNEMOlD ysstaroetve Pavia WOR te tcSeIRS 7 
age 40) (onsray=e Se utente & 3e Sew - . | 
‘es papeisose= Or? yendnpase?. (OTPr) agmond FF 
» * ggeye Ga Gilay .POINERLA os sigewn pony a 
ehesAsbignitcit 4: 2m pint owt) ad apwrt v0 ~trel jave: ; 
- ioginitekss” tw eine ceed the ee 


‘2 quot = 


anaesyase ese |..+7 


pegh eos? wa eQuak iste 
,eptitess “ieepblaneties tzie of 
“afi. a> ow Sites radiyg SAF _-. 


3 ~ per pire, |. e+e! paletianseae 
7 
(als lope li Sisiep «os 0 i@ak roo TR sent 


@9 1a 4 54S 
7 

(ea ovs 14a. SEW aT 
wi st “4 SED 4 
Cie .° ei “ai Bowes eet se *ejumao st he 7 
shegeswienas Obit etie bre (ibs! oeeto ,taiers ave at gee { 
« S905 ua ut" «= if sal we om. OOP oe nea” 


geass Oawieseed “2 atad) : Ee sqenari ses Leges sate 
yleiaee “ta ont fcemaety verre qe! eterno: cing, yawle, a. 


a 


7 - 


on Pisaty alte) iseeh! gon cre .aiguisivicnt | 
elieveheg ec6 gar) «gle? %6 Hees greaeqen® fa «h,) WOEEm 
Shien he peur Sew grins cd Vi A) BE wien", oind ge eran 
ferw _ 
Pn ee ae Laas aa 
Peer, oe een 
=dasesa suet Gh wind (, PMD bec! ch aati 
: tiny a Sl Fees). 
a We fr | at 


- 


22 


From Alberta Hospital, Edmonton. This was also the institution 
from which came the Hospital Multiple Orug group of the present 
Study, although both males and females were sampled. MThese are 
generally the individuals Paterson (1970) refers to as “doing 
drugs.” 

The majority of patients entered voluntarily with the 
Following symptomatology: depression, suicidal attempts, sleep 
disturbance, anxiety and a history of illegal drug use. If, 
however, they entered on certificate, they presented the 
Following symptomatology: psychoses with hallucinations, 
Paranoid delusions, confusion, suicidal attempts and inappro- 
priate behavior. The patients had experienced poor family 
relationships, had a history of broken homes and/or foster 
home placement. The Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 
Inventory results of the patients indicated they had poor 
planning ability, poor concentration, shallow social relation- 
ships, were moady, resentful, and acted out in an impulsive 
manner. They were generally self absorbed, and felt alienated 
and misunderstood. The concluding picture was of adolescents 
who having experienced poor family relationships, would quit 
school, and consequently feel anxious, depressed, confused 
about their position in the world, and alienated from others. 

Levine (1972) found, in his investigation of Toronto 
speed users, that one third to one half showed evidence of 
aaa ty disorders. The four basic themes identified in 
their lives were; unhappiness, as manifested in feelings 


of depression, existential dissatisfaction and anxiety; 
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escapism from the unpleasant reality of their lives; commun- 
ality, an ethos of sharing and antimaterialism which appeared 
to be related to their need for company, and social disintegra- 
tion, as evidenced by high rates of broken or unstable homes, 
parental drug use and crimino—legal involvement as well as 
poor academic and occupational records. The investigators 
concluded that those attracted to dangerous chemicals are 
emotionally unstable a priori. 

Researchers Pittel and Hofer (1970) suggested that speed 
users are recruited from among those persons who have been 
depressed, disillusioned or disoriented by their use of 
hallucinogens. They postulated that psychedelic drugs are 
used to compensate for long-standing impairments in ego 
functioning. Orugs lead to further impairment of ego func- 
tions and greater inability to resolve psychological problems. 
Amphetamines may be used to counteract increasing anxiety and 
depression and the sense of pervasive emptiness that results 
from continued failure, due to hallucinogen use, to deal with 
persisting, exacerbated personal problems. 

Extensive investigations were conducted in the state of 
Vermont by Steffenhagen, Leahy, McAree and Zheutlin 
(1967-68-69). The first study of High School Students is of 
interest because marijuana users were distinguished from 
"5Sotential users," those who would use marijuana if given the 
opportunity. The study also attempted to separate pre-dis- 
posing factors from the effects of psychoactive drug use. 


The researchers found that the fathers of marijuana users 
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show a higher educational level, hence they attributed mari- 
juana use to the greater intellectual stimulation and curiosity 
of this group. 

Using an index of emotional stability they found a marked 
degree of emotional impairment in the potential user and user 
groups, the latter being the most unstable in comparison with 
the control group. They advanced the thesis that drugs per se 
are not the problem but rather a symptom, and the psychological 
makeup of the student is the predisposing factor to drug use. 
The problem is one then of mental health. They concluded that 
unless society provides structure for the adolescent in his 
search for an identity and the development of a value system, 
he may turn to drugs as a means of finding the answer to the 
question "what is life all about." 

McAree, Steffenhagen and Zheutlin (1969) conducted a 
study of college students during a period from 1967-1968 
using an objective, quantifiable test. They found that drug 
usage follows different patterns and these patterns may be 
associated very clearly with personality characteristics as 
measured by the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory. 

A marijuana group could not be differentiated from the control, 
non-drug using group on the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 
Inventory, with the exception of the masculinity-femininity 
scale which is an "interest" scale rather than pathology scale. 
This was interpreted as reflecting the increased sensitivity 
and aesthetic appreciation of the “marijuana only” group. For 


the "gross-multiple" versus "control" comparisons, seven 
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scales F, Hysteria, Psychopathic Deviate, Masculinity- 
Femininity, Schizophrenia, Hypomania and Social Introversion, 
differentiated the two groups at the .05 level of confidence. 
Also, there was a greater tendency for the gross-multiple 
group to smoke marijuana alone. In terms of pathology then, 
the schizophrenia scale distinguished the gross-multiple 
group, (.01 level) which, rather than reflecting overt 
psychosis, was interpreted as representing such schizoid 
personality characteristics as withdrawal and poor inter- 
personal relationships, aloofness and an inability to express 
emotions, 

They concluded that the potentially more disturbed indi- 
vidual seems to be attracted towards the potentially more 
dangerous forms of drugs, possibly as an attempt to ease their 
feelings of loneliness. 

These findings are in contrast to the unusual findings 
of Kleber (1965) who suggested that those with more serious 
personal problems are least likely to persist in hallucinogen 
use because of unpleasant hallucinatory experiences. The 
findings of McAree, et al, (1969) have implications for treat- 
ment as they suggest marijuana usage may cover normal adoles- 
cent development; whereas, gross-multiple drug users may need 
a therapeutic intervention. 

A 1967-1968 study by Steffenhagen, et al, reported the 
Similar finding in a group of marijuana users, 66 percent of 
which reported use of other drugs, that increased marijuana 


smoking is associated with the tendency to smoke alone. Use 
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of other hallucinogens was a function of frequency of mari- 
juana use and with increased marijuana use there was greater 
association with drug users. Further, they found 42 percent of 
the subjects got "high" the first time. They consider this 
finding contrary to Becker's thesis, and the authors consider 
"smoking marijuana is not only a function of social forces" 
(Steffenhagen, et al, 1967-68), 

Researchers with a psycho-analytic orientation emphasize 
the themes of sex and aggression in an explanation of psycho- 
active drug use. Welpton (1968) described ten volunteer 
chronic LSD users over the age of 21, On all psychological 
tests the major problem of every subject related to sexual 
identification manifest in either phobic avoidance of sexuality 
Or an intense preoccupation with homosexual-sadomasochism, 

Edwards, Bloom and Cohen (1969) matched thirty male 
psychedelic users (LSD, DMT, STP, etc.,) and thirty matched 
controls and compared results on the Resenweig and Comrey 
tests. The drug dependent group demonstrated aberrant traits 
only with respect to hostility. It appeared that this propen- 
sity is unrelated to degree of drug dependence and may reflect 
a predisposing state, People who have difficulty handling 
their aggressive feelings may tend to become heavy drug users, 
How this aggression is expressed appears to change with degree 
of dependence, becoming more extropunitive and obstacle domi- 
nant with increased use. The hostility was expressed as 
greater cynicism, psychopathy and aggression. 


The above studies emphasized the aberrant personality 
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characteristics of users of psychoactive substances. The 
studies of two investigators, whose findings minimized the 
abnormal characteristics of drug users, will be presented. 
Weckowicz study (1973) of drug users included a large 
battery of tests, including tests of personality traits and 
social attitudes. The tests were administered to twenty-two 
male non-medical drug users and eleven non-drug university 
students. On the California Personality Inventory (CPI), 
the users scored significantly higher on the Flexibility and 
Capacity for Status scales, but signigicantly lower on the 
Socialization scale, They scored higher, although not signif- 
icantly, on Social Presence, Achievement via Independence and 
Sociability scale, but lower, although not significantly, 
on the Communality, Responsibility and Achievement via 
Conformance scales. He concluded, college marijuana smokers 
may reject social conventions but adopt a broad moral per- 
spective rather than being immature or characterized by 
features of a mental health-illness continuism., Unfortunately, 
it is difficult to assess the results as the group was hetero- 
geneous. The marijuana users had smoked for three to five 
years for a median number of four years, however, some 
admitted to taking LSD and amphetamines, 
Weckowicz, et al, (1973) attempted to replicate the 
above results with enlarged marijuana and non-drug groups 
of twenty-four subjects each. Most subjects in the marijuana 
group had smoked at least once a day for three years, The 


investigators also found marijuana users scores to be signif- 
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icantly lower than the non users on the Socialization scale, 
but failed to reach the level of significance found in the ear- 
lier study on the Capacity for Status and Flexibility scales, 
which were higher for the marijuana group. Similarly, the drug 
group was more Self Accepting, and higher, although not signif- 
icantly, on the Achievement via Independence, Social Presence 
scale and lower, although not significantly, on the Good 
Impression, Achievement via Conformance and Responsibility 
scales. Results on the Communality and Sociability scales were 
reversed from the earlier study with marijuana users scoring 
Slightly higher on Communality and slightly lower on the Socia- 
bility scales. He suggested this may have occurred because, 
unlike the earlier study, students completed the test at home. 
This points to the necessity for observing standardized test 
conditions, Again, the “marijuana users" formed an heteroge- 
neous group and most were involved with heavy use of LSD, mesca- 
line and psilocybin and experimental herain, cocaine, and 
amphetamine use, although none were “addicted” to the latter. 
In summary, the researchers characterized college mari- 
juana users as social deviants (lower Socialization, Good 
Impression, Achievement via Conformance and Responsibility 
scale scores) but as capable of autonomous growth and a “broad 
moral perspective” (higher Capacity for Status, Flexibility, 
Achievement via Independence and Social Presence scale scores). 
Wozny (1971) administered a battery of psychological and 
sociometric tests to Ss drawn from a University population 


(University of Alberta, Edmonton) and a technical school 
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(Northern Alberta Institute of Technology). He defined his 
groups as Marijuana Users, Potential Users and Non Users. 
Only two of the eleven psychological tests yielded signifi- 
cant results. Non Users were found to be more biophilus (open 
minded, less social acquiescent, less authoritarian and more 
rejecting of institutions) than Marijuana Users as measured 
by the Life Orientation Test. On the Social Acquiescence 
Test, Potential Users trended toward higher social acquies- 
cence and Marijuana Users were significantly less acquies- 
cent. Covert anxiety was found to be more manifest in 
Potential Users than Marijuana Users, but measures of overt 
anxiety did not significantly differentiate the groups. No 
differences were found in 1.Q., anxiety, agreement response, 
perceptual complexity and authoritarianism, 

In the present review, the major concern has been with 
the undesirable concomitants of heavy psychoactive drug use 
and the motivation to use these more dangerous drugs. MmcGloth- 
lin and West's theory (1968) based on clinical observation, 
described the amotivational-syndrome as an insidious effect, 
specific to marijuana use. This may be of particular relevance 
to adolescents. McGlothlin and West suggested marijuana may 
contribute to the development of more inward turning personality 
characteristics. For numerous middle-class students the subtly 
progressive change from conforming, achievement oriented 
behavior to a state of relaxed and careless drifting has 
followed their use of significant amounts of marijuana. They 


acknowledged that it is difficult to parcel out social fac- 
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tors, as well as the occasional use of LSD, but added it is 
possible that marijuana may contribute some characteristic 
personality changes, especially among highly impressionable 
young persons. Such changes include apathy, loss of effec- 
tiveness, diminished capacity to carry out long term plans, 
concentrate for long periods, follow routines or successfully 
master new material. Verbal facility is often impaired both 
in speaking and writing. Greater introversion is exhibited, 
better goals are ignored and there is a strong tendency toward 
regressive, child-like magical thinking. Marijuana users 
report a great subjective creativity but show less objective 
productivity, and while seeming to suffer less the frustrations 
of life, at the same time seem to be withdrawing from it. 

McGlothlin and West (1968) summed up that “recent obser- 
vations indicate that persons attracted to regular use of 
marijuana are typically rather passive and non-productive 
individuals, and prolonged use tends to reinforce these 
tendencies." Abramson (1967) also postulated that marijuana 
has a stultifying effect upon motivation and, thus, is associ- 
ated with dropouts. Steffenhagen, et al, (1967-68) disagree, 
based on their findings that student drug users were well 
distributed in terms of academic standing. They concluded that 
their research would indicate that drug use is not necessarily 
causally related to academic failure. 

And finally, it has been suggested that boredom may be a 
factor in an individual’s motivation to use psychoactive 


drugs (LeDain Commission, 1973). Boredom as an explanatory 
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concept is ambiquous, however, as boredom may be regarded as 
a symptom of pathology, that is, the need for excitement may 
be characteristic of psychopathic individuals or reflect a 
more general alienation experienced by youth. 

Grinspoon (1971) considered boredom, especially in the 
late adolescent, may reflect a maladaptive control of unac- 
ceptable sexual and aggressive impulses. Orugs may relieve 
the tension and boredom that results from unsuccessful subli- 


mation of these impulses. 
SOCIAL=PSYCHOLOGICAL THEORIES 


In the earlier literature appearing on the subject of 
increased marijuana use during the mid-1960's, the most 
frequently quoted references were to the earlier investiga- 
tions of the Chopra's of India (1957), Benabud of Morocco 
(1957) and the Mayor's Committee on Marijuana in New York 
(1944). These earlier studies referred to ghetto dwellers, 
generally an older age group, or to a culture of deprivation, 
including malnutrition. Marijuana was used to escape pain, 
personal frustration and anxiety or depression. It is 
apparent that the individual motivations emerged out of a 
particular social context. Some of their findings will be 
presented with a view to the possible communalities with 
Current adolescent marijuana use. The Mayor's Committee 
study in New York focused its attention on the Harlem dis- 
trict and found most marijuana users “were unemployed or 


employed part-time." Research conducted by Allentuck and 
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Bowman (1942) for the Mayor's Committee study on marijuana 
included a series of exacting studies on 77 subjects, includ- 
ing some who had previously used marijuana. Following 
ingestion of marijuana, nine psychoses were precipitated in 
the series of 7? subjects, but no two of the nine developing 
Cases were Similar. They concluded, however, that marijuana 
will not produce a psychosis de novo in a well-integrated, 
stable person but only in an unstable personality. 

The Chopra's of India (1957) found the habitual use 
of cannabis almost entirely confined to the lower strata 
of society. In an examination of 1,200 regular cannabis 
users, only 13 were classified as psychotic, which is about 
the usual rate of incidence of psychosis in the total popu- 
lation in western countries. 

Benabud (1957) stressed that the major problems with 
cannabis in Morocco existed among the urban slum dwellers 
and noted individual psycho-pathological factors as prominent 
causes of excessive indulgence. Benabud described a specific 
syndrome called "cannabis psychosis," which occurred in five 
per 1000 reqular users, but stressed excessive use and 
environmental factors as contributing. The symptoms said 
to be characteristic of the syndrome he described are also 
common! ta other toxic states, including, particularly in 
Morocco, those associated with malnutrition and endemic 
LApection, 

Both the Moroccan and New York studies described the 


predisposing personality characteristics of regular users 
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and there are parallels even though they were individuals of 
different cultures. Basic personalities were described as 
inadequate, insecure, emotionally immature with tendencies 
toward passivity. Further, the New York study referred toa 
regular marijuana users as lonely, socially ill at ease, and 
poorly adjusted sexually. The Moroccan study emphasized the 
prodromal schizophrenic condition of users. 

Although the young middle class youth currently using 
marijuana and other psychoactive substances do not suffer 
economic deprivation, the stress on adolescents to form a 
Stable identity may have some parallels with the problems of 
the older, unstable person from a ghetto, who is motivated 
to use marijuana and who may also react to its effects 
adversely. The social climate of insecurity of the earlier 
disadvantaged user may have similarities to the experiences 
of a developing adolescent in a rapidly changing world. 
Earlier reference has been made to King (1969) who spoke 
of a sense of crises during adolescence which is heightened 
when the structure of society is in a state of change. For 
those adolescents who feel a sense of crises and act 
defensively or destructively, drugs may represent one way of 
responding to crises by withdrawing. 

Blum (1972) in a more current study of middle class 
youth considered social-psychological factors or the role 
family influences play in drug use. B8lum described the 
high risk family (i.e., one in which the children have 


higher chances of becoming drug users) as one in which parents 
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are uncertain in their roles and the mother tends to be 
dominant. In these families the parents are permissive, 
hesitant to convey their values, unsure of their values and 
there is a lack of religious belief, Further, there is not 
a proper balance between affection and discipline, emotions 
are not expressed freely and problems are intellectualized. 
Blum described the high risk family as hostile toward author- 
ity and demonstrating a progressive leaning on political 
social issues, There was also a heavy reliance by the parents 
on drugs. The low risk families, by contrast, were described 
as exhibiting a very strong, warm, well integrated pattern 
of family life, with a good combination of affection and 
discipline, The parents were seen as confident in their 
roles as spouse and parents and clear as to the values they 
wanted to transmit, with emphasis on faith in God, respect 
for parents, self control, tolerance and respect for one 
another, Within this structure children were given consider- 
able freedom and personal responsibility. The low risk 
family produced a child who liked himself and was resistant 
to peer group pressure, 

Further support for the thesis that unsatisfactory 
familial relationships may pre-dispose to drug use comes 
from Chein (1964) with regard to opiates, LeDain Commission 
(1973), amphetamines; Groves (1973), hallucinogens; and 
Smart, et al, (1972), volatile substances. 

A stable family apparently insulates an adolescent from 


an increasingly unstable environment and provides alternatives 
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to druqs as a solution to problems. 


Value System and Attitudes 
Wardell's (1974) study of University of Alberta resi- 


dent students found four factors were particularly relevant 
to high drug usage—high liberalism, high secularity, low 
academic responsibility and low vertical mobility. In terms 
of the original questions, the resident drug users were less 
moralistic (particularly about virginity), more alienated 

in their view of God, more likely to endorse the “have a 
good time and get by” attitude toward college, and more 
likely to come from a more affluent family but were them- 
selves more academically irresponsible and lacking ambition. 
The author concluded the results point out the importance 

of variables examining students' belief systems because these 
variables appear to be important for predicting drug use. 

One major conclusion of Riggs (1971), from her study of 
personality characteristics, was that regular drug using 
students could be significantly distinguished from occasional 
and non-drug using students by their more positive or favor- 
able attitudes toward drug usage. 

Armstrong (1970) attempted to measure the effectiveness 
of the lecture in drug education on attitude change. The 
attitudes of the experimental group who received the lecture, 
changed in the desired direction. This attitude change could 
be significantly distinguished from the control group wha 


did not receive the lecture. The occupational role 
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(counselor, policeman) of the lecturer was not found to be 
a significant factor, however, his/her expertise was 


considered an important variable. 
FRAME OF REFERENCE FOR MULTIPLE CAUSATION APPROACH 


Chein (1968) established a research based theory of 
multiple causation which considers both social-psychological, 
individual, and social factors as necessary to explain any 
misbehavior, in this case one invalving a chemical agent. 
For this reason, his conceptualization will be presented at 
some length. 

Chein proposed a scheme for understanding drug behavior 
that focuses on the functions of drug misbehavior rather 
than on the chemical agent. He argued that pre-occupatian 
with the chemical is a failure to deal with the problem and 
the consequence of this fixation is the false belief that 
drug misbehavior is highly contagious, that is, that anyone 
coming into contact with one who misbehaves must be highly 
seducible under the hyperattractiveness of the drug effects. 

Chein's schema examined the functions of drug misbe- 
havior in terms of three classes of function: (1) those 
associated with the direct psychopharmacological properties 
of drugs; (2) those associated with active involvement in 
drug misbehavior and; (3) those associated with meanings of 


drugs and drug misbehavior not subsumed under the first two 


classes. 
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Class I. This class includes the idea that drug depen- 
dence is an escapist or retreatist response to psychologically 
stressful situations. Either when failure is anticipated or 
as a means of coping with stress, drugs offer a means of 
preserving self esteem. Whether one exploits the function 
of what a drug can do for a user depends on what one needs, 
on availability of other ways of realizing these functions, 
and other motivations, particularly the presence of counter- 
vailing motivations. 

Under this class, Chein postulated that various drugs 
may be chosen to pharmacologically mask or mitigate an 
individual's ineptitude or difficulties, but this problem or 
need must be present for the drug to be relevant. For example, 
heroin may be chosen if one needs a detachment from one's 
troubles (a mode of alienation) or to make tension tolerable; 
alcohol may be chosen to lessen inhibitions that are dysfunc- 
tional in a particular settings and marijuana may serve to 
make a dull event more interesting. Conversely, certain 
drugs are inappropriate solutions to certain problems. For 
example, alcohol would be inappropriate if the management of 
one's aggressions were the problem and if the problem was the 
drabness of one's total existences, rather than a temporary 
Situation, marijuana would be an inappropriate choice. 

Class II. To give a complete explanation requires that 
one seeks other functions of drug misbehavior than those of 
Class I, particularly those associated with the second class 


of functions, i.e., mode of life of a drug user. The heroin 
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addict is illustrative; he develops out of a set of depri- 
vations which have denied him a respected identity and given 
him a sense of emptiness or incompetence. His family has 
either frustrated and rejected him or overindulged him, and 
school and society have not provided him with a sense of 
adequacy nor a vocation or career, nor with opportunities 
for involvement in legitimate and meaningful, sustained 
activities. Life as an addict can serve a humanizing 
Function by offering an identity in a subsociety in which he 
can feel he belongs. An individual residing in a cohesive 
family, and not subjected to these conditions of deprivation, 
may not turn to heroin use, despite its availability. 

Class III. Chein regarded the third class of functions, 
i.,e., special meanings associated with a drug not subsumed 
under the first two classes, as playing an important role 
in the contemporary drug scene. The third class of funce- 
tions can be categorized as follows: 

1. Orug misbehavior, because of its illegality and 

disreputability, is one way of misbehaving which 
can be chosen by a delinquent subculture to 
serve the function of expression of defiance or 
hostility. 

2. Involves a status conferring function through actions 

and experience valued by a person's important refer- 
ence group. Extraordinary experiences may be attri- 


buted to a drug; for example, personal ecstasy or 
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religious experiences. For some, when the promised 
experience does not eventuate, there is an invest- 
ment to claim it did and/or to fear the failure was 
within himself, 

3. Orug taking assumes meaning for those disillusioned 
with the hypocrisies of current society who see drug 
use as tied up with "bringing about a better world." 

Chein's broad conceptualization and that of King (1969) 


are considered as valuable frames of reference to which data, 


hypotheses and factors, associated with the adolescent psycho- 


active drug users, may be related. 

The synopsis of the present review suggests the secial 
concepts of “identity crises and alienation” and “social 
learning" contribute to the understanding of non-medical 
drug use. Further, it may also be necessary to understand 
the role individual factors play in the selection of individ- 
uals who choose not to use drugs and those who proceed toa 
more dangerous drugs, given the same social context. For 
some, the "family" is considered the sole factor in the 
determinance of drug use, 

The theoretical models of both King and Chein indicated 
the roles social, psychological, and social-psychological 
factors play in the complex phenomenon of drug abuse and, 


therefore, provide a valuable frame of reference. 
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METHOO AND PROCEDURE 
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The subjects of this study were drawn from the Adolescent 
Unit of the Alberta Hospital, Edmonton and two Edmonton high 
schools—one Catholic and one Public. The participants ranged 
in age from 15 to 20 years. 

The subjects from the two populations were qualitatively 
Classed, according to the extent of drug use in the six months 
prior to, and including time of testing, into the following 
categories: 

1. Alcohol Only group—those individuals whose use of 
alcohol ranged from once to twice a week to once to 
twice a month. Use of any other psychoactive sub- 
stance excluded Ss’ from this classification, 

2. Marijuana Only group—those individuals whose use 
of marijuana ranged from once to twice a week to 
once to twice a month. Alcohol may or may not have 
been used but use of psychoactive substances other 
than marijuana or alcohol, more than once or twice, 
excluded Ss from this classification. 

3. Multiple Orug group—those individuals who have used 


more than one psychoactive drug from once to twice a 
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week to once to twice a month. Alcohol may or may 
not have been used but members of this group must 
have used at least two psychoactive drugs in addition 
to alcohol. 

4, Non User group—those individuals who have not used 

alcohol or psychoactive drugs more than once to twice. 

Caffeine and cigarettes were excluded from consideration 
in the above classification. 

A total high school sample of 183 subjects and 51 hospital 
subjects was tested, 

For the purpose of data analysis, it was necessary to 
reduce, by random selection, the number of subjects in the 
high school Alcohol Only group from the 103 subjects to 25 
subjects. This resulted in more similar numbers of subjects 
in the four high school groups. 

The original sample size was, however, used to determine 
incidence rates within each group when randomly selected from 
a population. Further, for this purpose, frequent users 
(defined as use once or twice a month) and heavy users 
(defined as use once or twice a week), within the Alcohol 
groups and Multiple Orug groups, were distinguished. 

The resultant groups for comparison on psychological and 


social dimensions were as follows: 
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1. High school (Normal) Alcohol Only (NAL) 25 subjects 


2. High school (Normal) Marijuana Only (NMA) 22 subjects 


3, High school (Normal) Multiple Drug (Nmu) 25 subjects 


4, High school (Normal) Non Users (NNONE) 33 subjects 


5. Hospital Alcohol Only (HAL) 13 subjects 
6. ‘Hospital Marijuana Only (HMA) 4 subjects 
7. Hospital Multiple Drug (HMU) 26 subjects 
8. Hospital Non Users (HNONE) 8 subjects 


RESEARCH INSTRUMENTS 


All groups were tested on the following battery: 
1, California Personality Inventory (Gough, 1957). 


2. Questionnaire on students’ opinions. 


leva Porn lL aSPersepa lity Inventory 


The California Personality Inventory for personality 
assessment is based on descriptive concepts which have broad 
social and personal relevance. Two reliability studies using 
the test-retest method resulted in correlations in the groups 
as high as those generally found in personality measurement 
(Gough, 1957). Rather than a test of abnormal behavior used 
primarily in psychiatric settings, it is an endeavor to measure 
pervasive characteristics and, in addition, to assess favorable 
and positive aspects of personality rather than only the 
morbid and pathological. 

Behaviorial domains in which research with the California 
Personality Inventory has proved particularly profitable, are 
in the areas of predicting scholastic achievement (Gough, 1953, 
1964) and those involving the socialization-asocialization 
(delinquency) continuum (Gough, 1960). 


Scale construction of the California Personality Inventory 
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was based on the “empirical technique." The correlation of 
selected items by an individual, characterized as "high" on 
a particular trait, with the criterion dimension or trait, was 
the basis for scale construction, Approximately 200 of the 
items were derived from the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 
Inventory. Extensive cross-validational studies on high 
school students, for each scale, have been conducted. 

The norms used for the present study were from a sample 
of 3,572 male and 4,056 female high school students from a 
Wide range of socio-economic groups and geographical areas 
(United States). 

The scales are designed to measure the following aspects 


of interpersonal behaviors 


Class I. Measures of Poise, Ascendency and Self-assurance 


ieee {DTs) Dominance 


2 as Capacity for Status 
Sey, Seciability 

a. Social Presence 

5S. iSa Self-acceptance 

6. Wb Sense of Well-being 
rte Responsibility 


Class II. Measures of Socialization, Maturity, and 
Responsibility 


ny Bests. Socialization 


0 LaSC Self-control 
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Tose O Tolerance 
tits #61 Good Impression 
tet cm Communality 


Class III. Measures of Achievement Potential and Intellectual 


Efficiency 
Si By Ye Achievement via Conformance 
UF ee Achievement via Independence 
15) ele Intellectual Efficiency 


Class IV. Measures of Intellectual and Interest Modes 


tO SuePy Psychological flindedness 
Asem bX Flexibility 
eo 7G ere Femininity 


Zameauestionnarne on Stucents* Opinionsé 


A survey, particularly if used on a randomly selected 
sample, probably provides the mast valid information of extent 
of use for a population (LeDain Commission Report, 1973). 

Hughes (1971) used a questionnaire developed by Bogg in 
1968 in response to a request by the American Government to 
survey Michigan high school attitudes related to drug use. The 
writer included many of the test items from this questionnaire 
on attitudes and possible behavioral correlates. Hughes used 


the questionnaire to examine the applicability of the "“hang- 


2the resultant questionnaire was examined for accept- 
ability and the appropriateness of the items by DOr. Paterson 
and Dr. Scott, Department of Educational Psychology, 
University of Alberta. 
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loose ethic" at the Northern Alberta Institute of Technology 
and found that the vocabulary of some of the items was diffi- 
cult. For this reason, the wording of specific items was 
altered for this study. 

For the present study, items relating to extent and pat- 
tern of drug use were Selected from the Smart, et al, (1969) 
Questionnaire for High School Students. This questionnaire 
yields a more specific assessment of drug use behavior than 
the Michigan survey. 

The present questionnaire also incorporated items from 
a Survey of Opinions of Youth developed by Riggs (1971). Her 
questionnaire included material from one developed by Unwin 
(1968) to determine attitudes of Canadian High School Students 
toward drug wsage and other items of social concern, 

The first nine items of the questionnaire were intended 
to provide indices on the pattern of drug use. Responses to 
selected items were the basis for assigning respondents to 
selected groups: Non Users, Alcohol Only, Marijuana Only or 
Multiple Orug Users. 

To facilitate discussion, following analysis of the test 
data, both the California Personality Inventory and Question- 
naire items were appropriated to one of the following sections: 

1. Demographic Information—nine items designed to yield 

information about the subjects—sex, age, etc., sacio- 
economic status and religion. 

2. Specific Drug and Non-Drug Related Behavior—nineteen 


items intended to provide information on the various 
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concomitants of drug using behavior, intentions 
regarding future drug use and motivations for usage 
or reasons for not using drugs. 

3. California Personality Inventory—eighteen scales 
designed to measure personality characteristics. 

4, Activities and Interest Orientation—nine items 
intended to give information regarding recreational- 
leisure activities, 

5. Family—nine items which will provide information 
about the subjects' attitudes towards his family and 
degree of perceived family cohesiveness. 

6. Social and Peer Group Relations—ten items designed 
to yield information about the subjects' concept of 
his peer status, including members of the apposite 
sex, 

7. Values—a brief section of five items intended to 
provide information about the belief systems of the 
sub jects. 

8. Attitudes Towards Drugs—seven items intended to 
provide information about the direction of opinions 
toward various drug using behaviors and opinions 


regarding legal availability. 
PROCEDURE 


Students were selected from two high schools—one Public, 
One Separate. Students were not systematically selected on 


a random basis. However, in each school, subjects were drawn 
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From several different classes of grade 10, 11 and 12 with spare 
Periods throughout the day over a one week period. In effect 
this would produce a near random sampling of subjects. The 
California Personality Inventory and questionnaire were adminis- 
tered to the students under standardized test conditions. Stu- 
dents were not given prior notice of the testing, which insured 
against such knowledge acting as a selection factor. 

The subjects were assured anonymity with regard to their 
responses. The tests were coded for identification and the 
two were collated by using their corresponding indexes. 

The hospital subjects were all the adolescents admitted to 
the hospital within an eight month period. They resided on 
Pither an adolescent unit or on a general ward, They were 
assured anonymity, although, for most, this was not a concern 
as their drug use was generally known to the professional 


staff at the hospital. 
DATA ANALYSIS 


One-way analyses of variance [unequal N's | was performed 
on the continuous dependent variables to determine differences 
between the groups on the resultant psychological and social 
dimensions. The Scheffe multiple comparisons of observed 
means was performed to determine which pair of group means 
were Significantly different. 

A chi square analysis was performed on the discrete depen- 
dent variables to determine differences across all eight groups 


on the resultant psychological and social dimensions, Where 
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these differences were found to be significant at the .05 level 
of significance, the chi square analysis was performed on seven 
selected groups to determine differences between the specified 
pairs on the psychological and social measures. The selected 
chi square comparisons of paired groups were as follows: 
1. High School Alcohol Only against High School Marijuana 

(NAL x NMA) 
Z. High School Alcohol Only against High School Multiple 

(NAL x NMU) 
oe Haigh School Alcohol Only against Hioh School Neon Users 

(NAL x NNONE) 
4, High School Marijuana against High School Multiple 

(NMA x NMU) 
5. High School Multiple against High School Non Users 

(NMU x NNONE) 
6. High School Multiple against Hospital Multiple (NMuU x HMU) 
7. Hospital Alcohol Only against Hospital Multiple 


(HAL x HMU) 
HYPOTHESES 


The major hypothesis deals with the personality variables 
of the California Personality Inventory. The majority of 
studies on the psychological correlates of drug use in the pres- 
ent selected review of the literature concluded heavy and mul- 
tiple use of psychoactive drugs was symptomatic of personality 
disturbance. Multiple drug users could, therefore, be expected 


to resemble other groups demonstrating personality disturbance. 
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The minor hypotheses deal with the social and social- 
psychological variables of the questionnaire specified as 
Activity and Interest Orientation, Family, Social and Peer 
Relations, Values and Attitudes Towards Drugs. 

The majority of studies in the present selected review 
of the literature on the social and socio-psychological 
correlates of drug users suggest drug users are characterized 
by their alienation from/and rejection of traditional mores 
and institutions. It is suggested that the greater involve- 
ment of the multiple drug user in a “drug career" implies a 
Qreater sharing of those interests, values and attitudes 
characteristic of that particular group acquired through 
social participation and learning. Conversely, the attitudes 
of the Multiple Drug groups will differ from Non Multiple 


Drug groups. 


Major Hypothesis 
The major hypothesis is that, with respect to the 


personality variables of the California Personality Inventory, 
the High School Multiple Orug group will tend to resemble the 
Hospital Alcohol Only, Non User and Multiple Orug groups and 
the groups will be characterized by deviant scores. The High 
School Non User, Alcohol Only and Marijuana Only groups will 
be characterized by normal scores and will differ from the 
High School Multiple, Hospital Alcohol Only, Multiple Orug 


and Non User groups. 
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Minor Hypothesis 
Hypothesis I The High School and Hospital Multiple 


Orug groups will differ, on the variables specified as 
Activity and Interest Orientation, from the High School and 
Hospital Non User, Alcohol Only and Marijuana Only groups, 
with the Multiple Drug groups responding in the more “hedo- 
nistic” and "Secular" and "less academic" direction. 
Hypothesis II The High School and Hospital Multiple 
Drug groups will differ from the High School and Hospital 
Non User, Alcohol Only and Marijuana Only groups on the vari- 
ables specified as Family, with the Multiple Drug groups 
indicating less cohesive family relationships. 
Hypothesis III The High School and Hospital Multiple 
Orug groups will differ from the High School and Hospital 
Non User, Alcohol Only and Marijuana Only groups on the vari- 
ables specified as Social and Peer Relations with the Multiple 
Drug groups indicating greater peer group orientation. 
Hypothesis IV The High School and Hospital Multiple 
Drug groups will differ from the High School and Hospital 
Non User, Alcohol Only and Marijuana groups on the variables 
specified as Values, with the Multiple Orug groups responding 
inuthes “less: traditional® direction. 
Hypothesis V The High School and Hospital Multiple 
Drug groups will differ from the High School and Hospital 
Non User, Alcohol Only and Marijuana Only groups on the vari- 


ables specified as Attitudes Towards Drugs, with the Multiple 


Drug groups indicating the most favorable attitudes towards 
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drugs. 

For the discrete dependent variables, only seven selected 
chi square comparisons are possible, Therefore, the minor 
hypotheses for these variables involve: the comparisons of 
High School Alcohol Only against High School Marijuana 
(NAL x NMA), High School Alcohol against High School Non Users 
(NAL x NNONE), and High School Multiple against Hospital 
Multiple (NMU x HMU), will not differ significantly; and the 
comparisons of High School Alcohol Only against High School 
Multiple (NAL x NMU), High School Marijuana against High 
School Multiple (NMA x NMU), and Hospital Alcohol Only against 


Hospital Multiple (HAL x HMU) will differ significantly. 
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CHAPTER IV 
ReSsuE nS 
INTRODUCTION 


Because of the large number of dependent variables, 
they were divided a priori, into the following groupings: 

1) Demographic Information (9 variables); 2) Specific Drug- 
Related Behavior (19 variables); 3) California Personality 
Inventory (18 variables); 4) Activity and Interest Orientation 
(9 variables); 5) Family (9 variables); 6) Social and Peer 
Redations (10 variables); 7) Values (5 variables); and 8) 
Attitudes Towards Drugs (8 variables). 

The data were analyzed by the chi square method and 
analysis of variance, which was followed by the Scheffe 
multiple comparison of means. The results have been presented 
in sections, under the a _ priori groupings, to facilitate per- 
usal. Further, to this end, each section begins with a 
summary of both the analyses of variance and the chi square 
analyses for the variables of that grouping. A complete 
Summary of these analyses appears in APPENDIX B. 

A summary of the findings for the Demographic Information 
and Specific Drug-Related Behavior variables, which provide 
some defining characteristics of the groups, has been presented 


at the end of these sections. The hypotheses, regarding the 
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dependent variables of the remainder of the groupings, were 
dealt with in the summary of each section. This also included 
a summary of the significant probabilities of both the chi 
Square analyses of the selected comparisons and the Scheffe 
comparison of means, 

One-way analyses of variance [unequal N's] were performed 
on all eight groups for the continuous dependent variables and 
Followed by the Scheffe multiple Comparison of means. Although 
Summaries of the analyses of variance have been presented at the 
beginning of each section and APPENDIX B, because of the large 
amount of data, tables were presented for only those analyses 
which produced a significant F ratio. Only the probabilities 
of the significant Scheffe multiple comparison of means were 
presented, 

The discrete dependent variables were analyzed by the chi 
Square method. Again, summaries of the results have been pre- 
sented at the beginning of the sections for each grouping and 
in APPENDIX B. 

The over-all chi square values which reached significance 
were followed by selected comparisons of the following groupss 
1) Normal Alcohol against Normal Marijuana (NAL x NMA) 

2) Normal Alcohol against Normal Non Users (NAL x NNONE) 
3) Normal Multiple against Hospital Multiple (NMU x HMmuU) 
4) Normal Alcohol against Normal Multiple (NAL x NMuU) 

5) Normal Marijuana against Normal Multiple (NMA x NMu) 
6) Normal Non User against Normal Multiple (NNONE x NmuU) 
7) Hospital Alcohol against Hospital Multiple (HAL x HMu) 


Only the contingency tables for the significant over-all 
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and selected chi square values have been presented and are to 
to found in APPENDIX C, 

The exceptions to this general format of presentation of 
the results were for the variables "Sex," "Grade" and the 
California Personality Inventory variables. Although the anal- 
yses of the variables "Sex" (discrete variable) and "Grade" 
(continuous variable) were not significant, the results were 
presented in the Demographic Information section in order to 
present the demographic characteristics of the sample. The 
results of the analyses of variance of each scale of the 
California Personality Test were presented in TABLE 15 and 
Figure I (ranked means and significant Scheffé comparisons 
of means). 

Appropriate group comparisons were made for those dependent 
variables pertaining to only the Orug groups or to only the Non- 


Orug groups. 


DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 


The chi square analyses of the discrete dependent vari- 
auwesmisex. “a “hather’s: Status, 7 Mother's Status,” and "Htali— 
Day Student" did not produce significant results. The results 
of the over-all chi square analyses of all of the discrete 
Demographic Information variables appear in TABLE 1. 

The analyses of variance of the continuous dependent 
Variables “Grade” and “Father's Financial Success” cid not 
praoducevsioniticant results, The results of the analyses of 
variance of all of the continuous dependent Demographic 


Information variables appear in TABLE 2. 
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TABLE 1 


CHT SQUARE ANALYSES OF THE DISCRETE 
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION VARIABLES 


rr S 


Degrees of Chi Square 
Variable Freedom Value Probability 


—_e—_—_—_—_—_—_—— Ss 


Sex f¢ ay Ue AeSs 
Age 14 24,42 <.02 
Family Religion 28 S15 £4 €,.00z 
Urban Livino-No. of Yrs, a5 Sor ¢.03 
Father's Status 28 26.90 N.S. 
Mother's Status 28 36 00 eS. 
Half-Day Student i Weta! fies. 
TABLE Z 


ANALYSES OF VARIANCE OF CONTINUOUS 
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION VARIABLES 


Degrees of 
Variable Freedam LE stat sells) Probability 
Grade 7/148 1.74 N.S. 


Father's Financial 
Success 7/148 1) ie ns. 


The contingency table for the non-significant variable 
"Sex" has been presented in TABLE 3 in order to describe the 
subjects of the sample. Although 57.1 percent of the Ss 
are males and 42,94 percent are females, the ratio of males 


to females is Similar throughout the eight groups. 
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TABLES 


CONTINGENCY TABLE FOR OQVER=ALL CHI SQUARE 
ANALYSIS OF VARIABLE "SEX" 


Sex Male % Female % TOI, 

Group NAL Aer 52.0 12 (48.0 25 
NMA (oe rceer Get Tes 22 
NMuU fae 56.0 Viana 25 
NNONE 19 (57.6 VA (a2. k 33 
HAL 9 (69,2 4 (30.8 1 
HMA Zaes0. Go 2-( 50.9 4 
HMU ie (soe 1750.0 26 
HNONE & (Se, s 5 (62.5 8 

TOTAL 

and TOT % B89 (57.1) 67 (42.9) 156(100) 
2 


oda Grea ah) aes 


Although the groups did not differ significantly in 
their "Grade" distribution, the means from the analysis of 
variance have been presented in TABLE 4 in order to describe 
the subjects of the sample. A mean of one is equivalent to 
orade 10, two is equivalent to grade 11 and three is equiva- 
lent to grade 12, 

The over-all chi square value for the variable "Age" 
was 24,42, d.f.,=14, (p ¢<.02) and has been presented in TABLE 5, 

The significant selected chi square comparisons for items 
"15-16" and "17-18" years of age were groups: NMA against 
NNONE (chi*=6.14, d.f.=1, p¢.01), presented in TABLE 63 and 
NMU against HMU (chi7=6.68, d.fs=),. 1966.02), presented) in 
TABLE 7. A higher percentage in the NMU and NNONE groups were 


"15 to 16 years of age" whereas a higher percentage of the NMA 
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and HMU groups were "17 to 18 years of age." 


TABLE 4 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF VARIABLE "GRADE" 


Standard 
Group No, Mean Variance Deviation 


NAL fas) 13 92 0.586 Bide: 
NMA Ze Le Goo 0,861 
NMU fal tee) G00 ORs 
NNONE ao Woele) GF.56 Wao 
HAL ts ee eG reeled 
HMA 4 125 Geen O.50 
HMU 26 jhretens vole 26 
HNONE 8 2.00 Ut ecb 
Total 156 1.86 Ge 22 0.96 
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TABLE ESS 


CONTINGENCY TASLE FUR CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS UP VARIAGLE “AGE” 


Age 15-16 years % 17-18 years % 19-20 years % Total 
Group NAL 14 (56 1444 be Ge 25 
NMA B (36 13 (59 1 5 27 
NMU 16 (64 9 (36 0 § 25 
NNONE 23 (69 9027 1 3 a3 
HAL Bm? St) an Oca 6 (46 Te 
HMA 1p Cae 3 soa CORO 4 
HMU 8 ve. 14 age 4 eee 26 
HNONE tT de 49{ 50) tb Gans 3} 
TOTAL and 
TOT. % 76 (48.7) 67 "(439 hei IGE sy 156 


x/=24.42, d.f.=14, (p ¢.02) 
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CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF SELECTED 
GROUPS NWA x NNONE FOR 
VARDABCE Sta Ges 


Age 15-16 17-18 Tot 
Group NMA 8 13 ZZ 
NNONE Z3 9 ci 

Total 76 64 156 


AB eet 


ERT SQUARE ANALYSIS GF “SELECTED 
GROUPS NMU x HMU FOR 
VARIABLE “AGE™ 


Age 15-16 17-18 ies 

Group NMU 16 9 Fafa 

HMU 8 14 26 

Total 76 67 hoo 
2 
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The over-all chi square value for the variable "Religion" 
MEP Gite Sih CL ev ae ai Gepaaltcp)e 

The significant selected chi square comparisons were 
groups: NMU against HMU for items "Catholic plus Protestant" 
and “No Religion" Calpe Se), dofe=t, p< .002 and eet) os, 


d.f.=1, 9 <.001); NAL against NMU for items “Protestant” and 
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"Catholic" (chi-=4.06, d.f.=1, 9 ¢.04)3 and NMU against NNONE 
for items “Protestant" and “Catholic” (chi*=3.69, Deen, 
p~.05). The NMU group had a significantly higher percentage 
of Ss of the “Catholic and Protestant" religion than the HMU 
group, which was overrepresented in the "No Religion" item. 
The NMU group had a significantly higher percentage of “Prot- 
estant" Ss than the NAL and NNONE groups which had a higher 
“Catholic” representation. 

The significant over-all chi square value for the dis- 
crete dependent variable "Urban Living—Number of Years” was 
Shave) Gin ase, 4s) Ane) 

Only the chi square values for the selected comparisons 
of the NMU against the HMU group for the items "15 years" and 
"5-10 years" were significant; Cente trees d.f.=1, p< .006 
and Sn tere ey d.f.=1, 9 <¢.006). Most Ss in the NMU group 
had lived in the city all their lives whereas a significant 
percentage of the HMU group had lived in the city for only 
5 to 10 years. 

In general, over one half of the Ss in each of the 
remaining groups had lived in the city most of their lives, 
while the remaining one half were distributed over the "5 


years" and "10 years” responses. 


Summary 


A summary of the significant results of the selected 


chi square comparisons has been presented in TABLE 8. 
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Analyses of the variables "Sex," "Grade," “Father's 
Financial Success," “Father's Status," "Mother's Status" and 
"Half-Day Student" did not produce significant results. The 
Sample was composed of 57.1 percent males and 42.94 females. 
The "mean grade" was 10.86, 

The results for the variable "Age" indicated a signif- 
icantly high percentage of the NMU and NNONE groups to be 
his tO Ot eyearsaue agesandsof theckhiiUieqroupeto Demi. to 147 
years of age (TABLE 8). 

The results for the variable "Religion" showed a signif- 
icantly high “Catholic” representation for the NAL and NNONE 
groups, against a significantly high "Protestant" represent- 
ation for the NMU group and "No Religion” for the HMU group. 
The NMA group did not differ significantly from any of the 
groups (TABLE 8). 

For the variable "Urban Living-Number of Years" only 
the NMU against HMU selected chi square comparison reached 
Significance, with a higher percentage of the NMU group than 


the HMU group having lived in the city all their lives (TABLE 8). 


SPECIFIC ORUG-RELATED BEHAVIOR 


Epidemiology 
Of the total high school sample of 183 Ss (only 103 Ss 


used in data analyses), the incidence of use for the following 
categories was? 
1, Frequent Alcohol Only (once to twice a month)—32,8% 


2. Heavy Alcohol Only (once to twice a week)——23.5% 
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3. Frequent Marijuana (once to twice a month) ; 

4, Heavy Marijuana (once to twice a week) } ese 

5. Frequent Multiple (once to twice a month) —6.0% 

6. Heavy Multiple (once to twice a week) —7.7% 

7. Non Use—18% 

For the 51 Hospital Ss the incidence of use for the 
Following categories was: 

1, Frequent Alcohol Only (once to twice a month) : 

2. Heavy Alcohol Only (once to twice a week) } aps 

3. Frequent Marijuana (once to twice a month) : 

4, Heavy Marijuana (once to twice a week) pe 

5S. Frequent Multiple (once to twice a month) —15.7% 

6. Heavy Multiple (once to twice a week) —35,.3% 

7. Non Usem15,8% 

The Specific Drug-Related Behavior variables have been 
examined for the purpose of defining some of the relevant 
characteristics of each of the groups. 

The chi square analyses of the discrete dependent vari- 
ables "Non Use Reason" (four Non-Orug groups), "Motives" and 
"Orug Effects"—three questions (four Orug groups) and “Father 
Smoke/Drink Alcohol" and "Mother Smoke/Drink Alcohol" (all 
groups) did not produce significant differences. 

The results of the over-all chi Square analyses of all 
of the discrete Specific Drug Related Behavior variables have 
been presented in TABLE Q. 

The analyses of variance of the continuous dependent 


variables "Drug Effects" (three questions) for the four "Drug" 
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groups did not produce results. 


TABCESS 


CAP IGUAR Ee ANALYSES OF THE DISCRETE SPECIFIC 
DRUG-RELATED BEHAVIOR VARIABLES 


Degrees of Chi Square 


Variable Freedom Value Probability 
Intend Try Orugs 9g 2105 <.01 
Non-use Reason 18 19206 N.S. 
Length of Use 12 S50 ¢<.002 
Intend Continue &) holes <.003 
Motives Set I (a 6 Abas chs) <, Ugm nase 

b 6 10560 eS 
Motives Set II [a 6 Shae as nes, 
b 6 {Seve Bs) MaS. 
Drouceefrects? (Mari j. exeer.) 15 16.88 N.S, 
(LSD Exper.) 4 4,34 fese 
(More Aware Problems) ) 14,91 <.09 (n.s. 

Mother Smoke/Drink Alcohol 35 26.0% n.s. 
Father Smoke/Drink Alcohol 35 36.45 Aesk 

Smoke Cigarettes i Secs <.000001 


The results of the analyses of variance af all the continu- 
ous Specific Drug-Related Behavior variables have been presented 
LAMA See > 

The significant over-all chi square value of the four Non 
Drug groups for the discrete dependent variable “Intend to Try 
Povoswuase2i oom den oyu Cpe. Ol) s 

The significant selected chi square comparisons for the 
items "no" and “undecided” were groups: NAL against NNONE 
(chi2=5.26, d.f.=1, p <.02 and chi*=6.17, d.f.=1, p <.01)5 
and NNONE against HNONE (chi7=5.85, ot eo) pase One), 


A significantly higher percentage of the NAL and HNONE 


eames LAF 
wo (i igavws* att A's 


aa el 
ee g2its 
er t 
oS > = 
a! ie ‘FS. 
{ ry =, § er ri 
~y a | 
i. <= 
rac Lor. 
Vat! : or a oF ais - : 
iy E > ve . 
i.e ' 1 BT ~ a are Pere Wel cel) - 
? 7),8% Lerteoobt whee oho 
= t : ; at bat AF eae | 


1s! oe. ae 
r ry°4 pals sagt 3 
-~ntiana wt? bu » ef 036 lc op nel mp ary ~ ieee 
eeitisé 1‘ ris op ae? oe! aie bed or jé viauge 2us 
A S20aT Ae 


a) 


Seirweein “«s) aint 


nie. “fed? ero au Lay RSA tgy) BS bal; Polhill aif, 88 


re 


i Awlaey 2retneqgpt geutcaty ot aii 
bia oH re i) 


— 
sen 


vel’ oo) agen” 


way anes: ~aabefy tt) pipe: i 


64 


Qroups were “undecided,” whereas the NNONE group endorsed 
the "no" item. The majority of the HAL group also endorsed 


thee noo wlcem. 


(ASE E wdc 


ANALYSES OF VARIANCE OF THE CONTINUOUS SPECIFIC 
DRUG-RELATED BEHAVIOR VARIABLES 


Variable Degrees of Freedom  F ratio Probability 
Gained Freedom 278 at n.S. 
Religious change 2/70 iis eS 
Problem change 2/20 .69 N.S. 
Number Smoke 7/148 14,48 <.000001 


The significant over-all chi square value of the four 
Drug groups for the discrete dependent variable "Length of 
Use” was 30.39, d.f.=12, (p <.002). 

The significant selected chi square comparisons were 
groups: NMA against NMU, for the items “this and last year" 
and “two to three years ago" (eieeaiay lay de iolee 4.009) s 
and NMU against HMU, for the items “last year," “two to 
tHoeeryearseago,’ ant “four years: ago" (GReC= I a Cees 
p <.001 and chi=12.12, d.f.=1, p <.0005). 

For a significantly higher percentage of the NMA group, 
initial wse was "This and Last Year® and for the NMU, “Two 
LOMincee, Years Ago." ~far-a Signit icantly nigher percentage 
of the NMU than the HWW group, initial use was “last year,” 
whereas for the HMU group initial use was "4 years ago" and 


"2-3 years ago." It is noteworthy that despite the longer 
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period of use for the NMU than the NMA group, the NMU group is, 
on the average, younger. The NMA and HMU groups are more simi- 
lar in age distribution and older than the NMU group. (see 
TABLE 5, page 57). 

The significant over-all chi square value for the discrete 
Gependent variable “Intend Continue Orug Use" was 13.98, Dati, 
2620030 

The significant selected chi square comparisons were 
groups: NMU against HMU and NMA against HMU for the items 
"intend continue" and "intend discontinue" (ene cna dain. 1, 
p<. u0Seand aS 013, ait i=140p <.02,8 respectively). WA 
Significant percentage of the HMU group intended to "“discon- 
tinue" Grugs, whereas the NMA and NMU groups were similar in 
LiSliaedinGSt locale tolIinLention tO “COMtLguesULUQS..- 

The significant over-all chi square value for all groups, 
except the NNONE and HNONE groups, for the discrete dependent 
Variable "Setting Orink Alcohol" was 26.48, d,f,=14, pe 20 i 

Only the selected chi square comparison of the NAL 
against the NMU group for the items "before, during or after 
a party" and "when with close friends" was significant 
(enac=5, 91, d.f.=1, p<.02). A significantly higher percent- 
age of the NMU drinks “before, during, or after a party” 
whereas the NAL grove drinks "when with close friends." 

For all groups, the significant over-all chi square 
Value for the discrete variable “Smoke Cigarettes” was 39.95, 
Avie pes ULUOU)). 


The significant selected chi Square comparisons for the 
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items "YES" and "NO" were groupst NMU against NNONE (chi7=15.73, 
d.f.=1, 9 €.00007); NAL against NNONE (chi?=5.16, d.f.=1, 
p¢.02)$3 and HAL against HMU (ehi-=5. 23, ORBAN re ile qrats’a) ie 
A significantly higher percentage of the NMU, NAL and HMU 
groups "smokes cigarettes," whereas a significantly high per- 
centage of the NNONE and HAL groups do not. In general, the 
ranking of the groups with the highest to lowest percentage 
of Ss who smoke cigarettes is HMA, HMU, HNONE, NMU, NMA, HAL, 
NAL and NNONE, 

The means (TABLE 11) were calculated and the analysis 
of variance (TABLE 12) performed on the continuous dependent 
variable "Number of Cigarettes Smoked per Day" (F ratio=14.48, 


Gyfs=71/148, p <.000007). 


Pais Sal 


RANKED* MEANS OF THE VARIABLE “NUMBER 
UR-CIGARED WES SiiGKEO PER DAY" 


Group HMA HMU HAL NMA NMU HNONE NAL NNONE 


Mean laa Cpa ie Ve 28 tea 1.04 . 88 ~44 arate 


*Ranked from “more than 1 package/per day" to "10 or less" 
toe) 


The Scheffé multiple comparison of means was performed 


to determine which pairs of means showed significant differ- 
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TABLE 42 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF VARIABLE "NUMBER 
OF CIGARETTES SMOKED PER DAY" 


Source Sumeot Degrees of Mean 
br Variation Squares Freedom Squares haratia 


Between Groups .69 {6 9.93 14,48* 
Within ald) 148 0.69 
* ,00001 


The results (TABLE 14), indicated the HMU group smokes 
a significantly greater number of cigarettes than all other 
groups except the HAL and HMA groups. The comparisons of 
the HMA group against both the NAL and NNONE groups reached 


Siqnificances (IABLE 14)). 


Summary 


A summary of the significant results of the selected 
chi square comparisons and Scheffé comparison of means has 
been presented in TABLES 13 and 14, 

The Non Drug groups did not express different "Reasons 
For Not Using Drugs." Similarly the Drug groups did not 
report dissimilar "Motivations to Use Drugs," neither did 
they experience different "Drug Effects" (five variables), 

Of the Non Drug groups, the NAL and HNONE groups were 
more "undecided" about "trying drugs," whereas the NNONE and 


HALO CQUOS@“Gldenotantend to try Grogs.” 
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TAB CES T4 


PROBABILITIES OF THE SIGNIFICANT SCHEFFE COMPARISONS OF THE 
VARIABLE "NUMBER OF CIGARETTES SMOKED" 


Greater 

Number HMA HMA HMU HMU HMU HM HMU 
Breton x x x x x x x 
Number NAL NNONE NAL NMA NMUuU NNONE HNONE 


Propavidity 9 <.037°<,.007 “<.00001 <.806 ~<,062 “<.c0001 <.04 

The oldest group on the average, the HMU group ("4 years" 
and "2-3 years") followed by the youngest, the NMU group ("two 
to three years") had used drugs for the longest period of time. 
At the time of data collection, the NMA group (older than NMu 
group, p <.07), had used drugs, on the average, for “one year 
or less," 

On the whole, the Ss of the Drug groups “intend to continue" 
drug use, with the exception of a significant percentage of 
the HMU group which “intended to discontinue use." 

Although the "Smoking and Orinking Behavior of the 
Mother and Father" did not differ between the groups, that of 
the Ss did. The NNONE group differed significantly from other 
groups in the fewer number of Ss of the group that "Smoked 
Cigarettes." A high percentage of the Ss of the HAL group 
also did not “smoke." 

With regard to "Number of Cigarettes Smoked," the HMU 
group smoked significantly more than all other groups except 
the HAL and HMA group. The HMA group comparisons anly reached 


Significance when compared to the NAL and NNONE groups, however. 
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For the Alcohol and Orua groups, only the NAL against 
NMU group differed significantly in the "setting in which they 
drink alcohol." The NMU group was distinguished by the sig- 
nificantly high percentage of Ss who drink “before, during, 


OFedt Cera Darty (rather than Wien tr. ends. 
CALIFORNIA PERSONALITY INVENTORY 


The analyses of variance of all eight groups was per- 
Formed on each scale. A summary of the results has been pre- 


sented in TABLE 15. 


TABCE SiS 


SUMMARY OF ANALYSES OF VARIANCE OF THE 
CALIFORNIA PERSONALITY INVENTORY 
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TABLE 15 (continued) 
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Efficiency BOM OO Zor 705 i 1294) sn. Sst) 
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Psychological 

Mindedness BriOws aeW.os 89.40 i aE) N.S. 


GROUPING II 


Responsibility Be Ope some? oboe 7 3529 <€.01 
Lins ol Rae aye laiey, aa 

Good Impression Be One. 400 .5000).o0 ff 62:72 ¢.00001 
Gime Ocal 2 G4y32 Tad 
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Ore sO shee, OU 147 
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W.Q fata (Hee es 147 

GROUPING III 
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eng Ue Oa Z den awe 
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GROUPING IV 
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If the F ratio was found to be significant, the Scheffe 
multiple comparison of means was performed to determine which 
pairs of group means differed significantly from each other. 
The mean standard scores of the groups are presented in 
ranked order in Figure I, along with the significant Scheffe 
probabilities (also presented in TABLE 16). 

The results are reported under the following four group- 
ings: (1) those scales for which the analyses of variance 
found no significant differences between groups (seven scales); 
(2) those scales for which both the analyses of variance and 
Scheffe method produced significant results (four scales); 

(3) those scales (two scales) for which the analyses of 
variance, but not the Scheffe method produced significant 
results (i.e., the ranked order of the group means is similar 
for 2-andes butenot fore4 |; (4) those scales (fiverscales) 

for which the analyses of variance produced significant results, 
but the Scheffé method produced significant results on only 

one scale (ranked order of the group means is similar for all 
Five scales but dissimilar to the ranked order of (2) and 


(3) above). 


Grouping I 


The analyses of variance of all eight groups did not 
result in significant F ratios on the following scales: 
Sociability, Socialization, Self Control, Tolerance, Achieve- 
ment via Independence, Intellectual Efficiency, and Psycholog- 


jcal Mindedness. 
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Grouping II 


The analyses of variance resulted in significant F ratios 
and Scheffe probabilities for the following scales: Responsi- 
ety Gz p <.003), Achievement via Conformance Caer cee alee Die 
Good Impression (F p <.00001) and Communality (F p <.001). A 
Summary of the significant Scheffe probabilities is presented 
in TABLE 16. For the Scheffé Comparison of group means on 
the Good Impression and Communality scales both the NAL and 
NNONE groups against the HMU group comparisons reached signif- 
icance (p <.05 and p <.0001, respectively). Also, the NNONE 
against NMU group comparison reached significance. For the 
Responsibility scale only the Scheffe comparison of the means 
of the NNONE group against the HMU group reached significance 
(po <.05). On the Achievement via Conformance scale the Scheffe 
Comparison of the means of the NNONE, NAL and HAL against HMU 
Hroveseall) reached Significance (ps<.00017, .,0001, and U5; 
respectively).| Im addition, the Scheffé comparisons of the 
means of the NNONE against Normal Drug groups (NMA and Nmu) 
and Hospital Marijuana group, all reached significance (p <.001, 
9 <.0002, o <.05, respectively). (Imspection af Figure I 
reveals that on these scales the NNONE, NAL and HAL groups had 
the highest scores, the HMU group the lowest score, with the 


Normal Drug groups' scores falling in between). 


Grouping Ii) 


The analysis of variance resulted in significant F ratios, 
but not Scheffe probabilities for the following scales: Self 


Acceptance (F p <¢.001) and Femininity (F p <.03). Examination 
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of the variances for the Self Acceptance scale revealed a 
Significant overlae in the distribution of scores for the 
eight groups. This is the most likely explanation for the 
non-significant between group comparisons. 

On the Femininity scale there was homogeneity of vari- 
ances, however, the group mean differences were not large 
enough to yield significant between group comparisons, even 
though the F ratio was significant. In addition the conserv- 
ative nature of the Scheffé method would tend to reduce the 
HeGdabLlity Of finding Significant drtferences, 

Figure I shows the ranked order of the groups means 
scores for Grouping III, which generally were not dissimilar 


LOnbroupi ng ll. 


Grouping IV 


The analysis of variance resulted in significant F ratios 
on the following scales: Dominance, Capacity for Status, 
Social Presence, Well Being and Flexibility. However, only 
the Scheffé comparisons of the means of the HNONE against 
NAL and NMA groups on the Dominance scale reached significance, 
p <.05 and p <.05, respectively (TABLE 16, page 76). 

Figure I shows the ranked order of the mean scores of 
the HNONE and HAL groups for Grouping IV which are similar, 


Duty Gditterent fram Grouping Il and Ill. 


summary 
The major hypothesis was not supported. The High School 


Muttvole and the four Hospital growss did nat differ 
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Significantly from the High School Alcohol Only, Marijuana 
and Non User groups on all of the dependent variables; 
California Personality Inventory (18 scales). 

The analysis of variance produced significant results on 
twelve scales. However, the Scheffé multiple comparison of 
paired means only produced significant probabilities on the 
Following scaless Dominance (NAL and NMA against HNONE)$; 
Responsibility (NNONE against HMU); Good Impression (NNONE 
against the two Multiple Orug groups and NAL against HMU); 
Communality (NNONE and NAL against HMU); and Achievement via 
Conformance (NNONE, NAL and HAL against HMU, and NNONE against 


NMA, NMU and HMA). 
ACTIVITY AND INTEREST ORIENTATION 


The chi square analyses of all of the discrete dependent 
Activity and Interest Orientation variables reached the level 
of significance. The results of the over-all chi square 
analyses of these variables appear in TABLE 17. 

The analyses of variance of all three of the continuous 
Activity and Interest Orientation variables did not produce 
Significant results. The results appear in TABLE 18. 

The significant over-all chi square value for the discrete 
dependent variable "Political Activities" was 37.76, d.f.=21, 
(p <.04). Only the chi square value of the selected comparison 
of the NAL against the NMA group, for the items “yes” and "no" 
was significant (chi’=5.10, d.f.=1, p <.02). The NAL group 


answered "no" to this item, which is significantly different 
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from the NMA group, of which 23 percent answered "yes." 


SELES a) te 


CHT SSCQUARE ANALYSES OF THE DISCRETE ACTIVITY 
ANDO INTEREST ORIENTATION VARIABLES 


Chi Square 

Variable Dae. Value Probability 
Political Activity 2A bY4A TAs) <.04 

Study Time 28 45.01 cee 
Employed 28 Stage) ) ae002 
Future Occupational Plans 28 Sono <,002 
Favorite Activity I 56 a2 .00) <.002 
Favorite Activity II 28 92,09 «.0000001 


TABLE 18 


BNACYSeS. OP VARTANGE DE THe CONTINUOUS SAGCTIV I hy 
AND INTEREST ORIENTATION VARIABLES 


Degrees of 


Variable Freedom Fo GZeaero Probability 
School Club Activities 7/148 70 Ose 
Exenacurricular Act. 7/148 258 ae 
Grade Average 7/148 1,95 AG6CneSs 


The significant over-all chi square value for the discrete 


dependent variable "Study Time" was 45.01, d.f.=28, (p<¢.02). 
The significant selected chi square comparisons were 
groupss NNONE against NMU for the items "10-15 hours/week" 
and “none" (aS Hotei) <.006); NAL against NNONE 
For the item "10-15 hours/week" (chi7=4.30, d.f.=1, p 4.04)3 


, ae 
and HAL against HMU for the item "none" (chi’=4.75, d.f.=1, 
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p <.03). A significantly greater percentage of Ss in the NMU 
and HMU, but not the HAL and NNONE group, claim "no" study 
times; a significantly high percentage of Ss in the NNONE, but 
not the NAL group, claim to study "10-15 hours/week," and a 
Significantly high percentage of Ss in the NAL group study 
"5-10 hours/week." The most Frequently endorsed item by all 
Ss was "1-5 hours/week." 

The significant over-all chi square value for the 
discrete dependent variable “Future Occupational Plans" was 
Boni Jee. WesZO yu pase UG2) 6 

Only the chi square value for the selected comparison of 
the HAL against the HMU group, for items “university plus 
technical school" and “undecided,” was significant (ohis=5e04. 
d.f.=1, p ¢,02). Significantly more Ss in the HAL group 
endorsed the combined items “university and technical," 
whereas, Significantly more Ss in the HMU group endorsed the 
“undecided” item. 

The significant over-all chi square value for the discrete 
dependent variable "Employed" was 3,58, d,f.=28, (p <.002). 

The significant chi square values for the selected com- 
parisons were groupss NAL against NNONE for items “part-time” 
ande"*mot, at all" Conis=snr d.f.=1, p <.02)$3 and NMA against 
NNONE for items "seasonally," “part-time” and "not at all" 
(chi7=4.49, d,f.=1, p <.03 and chi’=10.86, d.f.=1, p <.001), 

A significantly higher percentage of Ss in the NAL group worked 
"Oart-time,” whereas a significantly high percentage of Ss in 


the NNONE group “do not work." A significantly high percentage 
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of Ss in the NMA group work “part-time” and "seasonally." 
The significant over-all chi square value for the dis- 
crete dependent variable “Favorite Activity I" was 57,51, 
dern-55, (ox. 009); 
The significant selected chi square comparisons were 
groups: NAL against NMU for items “social,” “outdoor activ- 


ities" and “hedonistic activities" (chit 


=e OG meet sie emul, 
chi’=6.85, d.f.=1, 9 <.008, and chi“=4,57, d.f.=1, 9 <.03)3 
NNONE against NMU for items “hedonistic activities," “intel- 
lectual” and “outdoor plus competitive sports” (chi7=4.95, 
Geter tee p< .0S; chiesaesa. Oot. =ls) Dro. Uzeand phase 1Ge7e. d.f,=1 
p <.001)3; NAL against NNONE for items “outdoor activities" and 
“competitive sports plus intellectual activities" (chi-=3,97) 
d.f.=1, p <.05)3 and HAL against HMU for items "competitive 
sports” and "hedonistic activities" Ceniaeoea Bhima. eine ls 
and chi“=9.95, d.f.=1, p <.001), 

A significantly high percentage of Ss in the NAL group 
indivcaved sa preference for “social” and “outdoor” activities, 
the NNONE preferred “intellectual activities" and “campetitive 
sports," the HAL group preferred “competitive sports" and 
“outdoor activities" and the NMU and HMU groups indicated a 
fueference Tore nedomistic activitves:. ~ 

The significant over-all chi square value for the discrete 
dependent variable “Favorite Activity II" was 92.70, d,f,=28, 
(p ¢.000001). 

The significant selected chi square comparisons were 


groups: NMA against NMU and NNONE against NMU, for the items 
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"dances and parties” and “rock festivals" (chi-=10-16, adat.=u, 


pec), 00) sand chi*=19,48, d.f.=1, p< .00001, respectively): NNONE 


against NMU and NAL against NNONE, for the items “dances and 
parties" and “reading” (chi*=9,65, 4.75, 4.27, d.f.=1, p 2.001, 
03, .04 and chi7=21,64, 6.23, 4.76, d.f.=1, p<.00003, .01, 
and .04, respectively); and HAL against HMU for the items 
“reading” and “rack festivals* (chi*=4.00, d.f.=1, p82. 04° and 
chi“=3.97, d.f.=1, p<.05). 

A significant percentage of Ss in the NAL and NMA groups 
preferred "dances and parties," in the NMU and HMU groups a 
Significant percentage of Ss preferred "rock festivals," and 
in the NNONE and HAL groups, a significant percentage of Ss 
preferred “reading.“ Also a significantly greater percentage 
of Ss in the HMU than the NNONE group preferred “dances and 


parties." 


Summary 
Hypothesis I was not supported for the Activity and 


Interest Orientation variables. The scores reflecting these 
variables for High School and Hospital Multiple Drug groups 
Gid not ditter signiricantly from the. scores of "the High school 
and Hospital Non User, Alcohol Only, and Marijuana groups. 

A summary of the significant results of the selected chi 


Square comparisons has been presented in TABLE 19, 
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Hypothesis I refers to the results of the analyses on the 


Following variables: 


Ve 


"Political Activities"—the NMA group endorsed the 
"yes" item, which reached significance (p <.05) when 
compared to the NAL group. 

“Study Time*—the NMU and HMU groups studied for 
Significantly fewer hours per week than the NNONE 

and HNONE groups (TABLE 19). However, the scores 

of the NAL, NMA and NMU groups were similar and the 

NAL studied significantly fewer hours per week than 

the NNONE group (TABLE 19), 

“"Employed"—only the NAL against NNONE comparison 
reached significance (TABLE 19), The NAL group was 
employed part-time, whereas the NNONE group was “not 
employed." 

"Future Occupational Plans"—only the HAL against HMU 
Comparison reached significance (TABLE 19). The HAL 
group planned to attend “university or technical school" 
and the HMU group was “undecided,” 

"Favorite Activity Itthe scores of the two Multiple 
Drug groups were similar and significantly different 
from the NNONE, NAL and HAL groups (TABLE 19), but not 
from the NMA group. Although the scores of the NAL 
group were similar to those of NMA group, they were 
Significantly different from the NNONE group (TABLE 19). 
The two Multiple Drug groups preferred "hedonistic" and 


"social" activities, the NAL and NMA drug groups 
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preferred "social" and “osutdoor™ activities and the 
NNONE and HAL groups preferred “competitive sports" 
andes imbLellectual activities," 

6. “Favorite Activity II"—the scores of the two Multiple 
Drug groups were similar and significantly different 
from the scores of the other groups (TABLE 19). The 
scores of the NAL group were similar to the NMA group, 
but significantly different from the NNONE group 
(TABLE 19), The two Multiple groups preferred "rock 
Festivals," the NAL and NMA groups preferred "dances 
and parties" and the NNONE and HAL groups preferred 
Sr eae lnc <4 

(Glow one ee tOChOOLeand Glub, Activities et extrae 
Curricular Activities,” and "Grade Average"—the 
analyses of variance revealed no significant differences 


among any of the groups. 
FAMILY 


The chi square analyses of the two discrete dependent 
variables "Parent Prefer Holiday With" did not produce signif- 
icant results. The results of the over-all chi analyses of all 
of the discrete Family variables have been presented in TABLE 20. 

The analyses of variance of the three continuous dependent 
variables “Number of Brothers," "Number of Sisters" and “Family 
Position" did not produce significant results. The results of 
the analyses of variance of all of the continuous Family vari- 


ables have been presented in TABLE 21. 
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TABLE 20 


CHI SQUARE ANALYSES OF THE DISCRETE 
FAMILY VARIABLES 


Degrees of Chi Square 
Variable Freedom Value Probability 
Parent Live With 28 S17, 00 <.004 
Closest Parent 28 44,86 €,02 
Parent Prefer 
Holiday With I 14 2004 <,06(hese) 
II 14 22,94 M.S. 


TABLE 21 


ANALYSES OF VARIANCE OF THE CONTINUOUS 
FAMILY VARIABLES 


Degrees of 


Variable Freedom eGavio Probability 
No. of Bras. 7/148 1.28 leo 
No. of Sis, 7/148 17685 2. 08tn.s.) 
Family Position 7/148 91 aS. 
Family Closeness 7/148 Beto <.00001 
Family Activities 7/148 2.88 <.007 


The significant over-all chi square value for the discrete 


dependent variable "Parent Live With" was 51.70, d.f.=28, 
(p <.004). 
The significant selected chi square comparisons weres 
NMiU against HMU for the items “both parents" and "other than 
own parents" (anne aie, a,f.=1, 3p 4.03); and HAL against 
HMU for the items "both parents" and “mother only" Gnpesseoo 
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Significantly more Ss of the HMU than the NMU group lived 
with “other than own parents," whereas the Ss of the NMU group 
lived with “both parents." A significantly greater percentage 
of the HMU than the HAL group lived with "mother only,” whereas 
the HAL group lived with “both parents." With the exception 
of the HMU group, most Ss in all groups lived with “both 
parents." 

The significant over-all chi square value for the vari- 
aole; "Closest, Parent“ was 44,66, di.f.=28, (p< 702). 

The significant selected chi square comparisons for the 
items “close to both" and "close to neither" were: NMA against 
NMU group (shi-=4,34, d.f.=1, p ¢.04)3 and NMU against NNONE 
group. 

A significant percentage of the Ss in the NMU group felt 
close to "neither parent" whereas a significant percentage of 
23S in) the NMA and NNONE groups felt close ta “both parents. * 
The NMU and HMU groups were not significantly different. 

In general, Ss in most of the groups felt close to 
SrLiereanocien: Or “racoer OC SOOth parents. © Ine exception 
to this pattern were the NMU, HMA and HMU groups, particularly 
NMU, who had a high percentage of Ss who were close to "neither" 
parent. The two Alcohol Only groups when compared to NMU and 
HMU groups showed a trend (pe.Ue and O 2.07, resoectively ja 

The means were calculated (TABLE 22) and the analysis of 
variance was performed (TABLE 23) on the scores of the contin- 
uous dependent variable “Family Closeness" (F=5.73, d.f.=7/146, 
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TABLE wes 


RANKED* MEANS OF THE VARIABLE 
PeAnl Oye CCUSENESS” 


Group NAL NNONE HNONE HAL NMA HMfiu NMU H {lA 


Mean Zl Zo Ze0 2236 2,50 och See 4.50 


I Ae SEA Ag ARS OR RES ER RSE 


‘Ranked from “very Glose™ taetnot close ateall@) (arta: so). 
TABLE 23 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE VARIABLE 
fei veGeOUSEVes a 


SOUrCe Ofe SUM«OT Mean Deorees of 


Variation Squares Square freedom F ratio Probability 
B.g. 0.56 8,07 if 5.73 00001 
W.Q. 0,21 1.47 148 


The Scheffé multiple comparison of means was performed 
to determine which pairs of means showed significant differ- 
ences. Significant differences were found between the means 
of the NAL against the NMU group and the NNONE against the NMu 
group (TABLE 27). The NAL and NNONE groups' families were 
Significantly "more close" than the NMU group. 

The means were calculated (TABLE 24) and the analysis 
of variance (TABLE 25) was performed on the scores of the 
continuous dependent variable "Family Activities" (F=2, 88, 
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TABLE ees 


RANKED* MEANS OF THE VARIABLE 
BE AIISY AC ULV ees 


Group NNONE NMA NAL HNONE HAL HMU NMU HMA 


Mean 2.81 Share 10 5 (As nia o jn6 4,04 5.00 


*Ranked from "very many activities" to "none" (1 to 5). 


TABEE 325 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE VARIABLE 
SAN MEN eA Cl telcos 


Source of Sum of Mean Degrees of 

Variation Squares Square Freedom re race Probability 
B.g Shwe) 5.00 {6 2286 .007 
W.Q 8), PAS, ee 148 


The Scheffe multiple comparison of means was performed 
to determine which pairs of means showed significant differ- 
ences. No significant differences for the comparisons of 
paired means were found. In this instance the Scheffe method 
proves to me a more conservative instrument than the analysis 


of variance for revealing mean differences between groups. 


Summary 


Hypothesis II was not supported for the Family variables. 
The scores of the two Multiple Orug groups did not differ sig- 
nificantly from the scores of the High School and Hospital 


Alcohol Only, Marijuana, and Non User groups on all of the 
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Family variables. 


Summaries of the significant results of the selected 


: . “ 5 
chi square comparisons and Scheffe comparison of means have 


been presented in TABLES 26 and 27, 


Hypothesis II refers to the results of the analyses on 


the following variables: 


1. 


"Parent Live With"—only the HMU group had a signif- 
icant percentage of Ss who lived with “other than 
parents.” This percentage was significant against 

the NMU group, even though it had the relatively 

high figure of 24 percent of Ss living with “other 
than both parents." 

"Closest Parent"—-the two Multiple Drug groups were 
Similar and significantly "less close to parents" 

than the NNONE and NMA groups. However, the NAL and 
HAL groups only showed a trend when compared to the 
NMU and HMU groups, respectively (p <.06 and p<.O7, 
respectively). 

"Family Closeness"—only the Scheffe comparisons of 
the NMU group against the NAL and NNONE groups reached 
significance (p ¢.02 and p <.02, respectively). The 
NMU group was significantly "less close to parents." 
"Family Activities"—the analysis of variance pro- 
ducedsa significant eratiol (b-=2,9d,60.<,008) 4 The 
Scheffé comparison of means, a more conservative test, 


did not result in significant differences between 


groups. 
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PROBABILITIES OF THE SIGNIFICANT SCHEFFE COMPARISONS 
Urearime “tami ly CLUUSENESS “SVARIAGLE 


Family Closeness Groups 


Less Close NMU NMU 
x x 

More Close NAL NNONE 

Probability 202 2o02 


Seon pando. oNUMOer Of sOrOcners, “atNUMber sot SIScers, © 
and "Family Position"—the analyses of these cantin- 
uous variables did not produce significant results. 
This suggests that the sample was representative in 
terms of actual family structure. 

8. “Parent Prefer Holiday With*—the chi square analyses 
of these two discrete variables did not produce signif- 


icant results, 
SOCIAL AND PEER RELATIONS 


The chi square analysis of the discrete dependent vari- 
able "Going Steady Presently” did not produce significant 
results. The results of the over-all chi square analyses of 
all of the discrete dependent Social and Peer Relations 
variables have been presented in TABLE 28. 

The analyses of variance of the continuous dependent vari- 
ables “Number af Close Friends" and “Steady Presently—Time” 


did not produce significant results. The results of the 
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analyses of variance of all of the continuous Social and Peer 


Relations variables have been presented in TABLE 29, 


TABLE 28 


CHI SQUARE ANALYSES OF THE DISCRETE SOCIAL AND 
PEER= RELATIONS VARIABLES 


SS SS 


Degrees of Chi Square 


Variable Freedom Value Probability 
Enjoy Parties 28 44.10 <.U09 
Age Date 35 66.10 SeUun 
Ever Gone Steady 21 40.98 <a00o 
Steady Presently 21 ZOR Gt ick es 
Favorite Activity-People 35 Sieg! <,01 
Leisure Time-People 28 B2.00 <,003 
TAB EESZ9 


ANALYSES OF VARIANCE OF THE CONTINUOUS 
SOCIAL ANDO PEER RELATIONS 


Degrees of 


Variable Freedom Pepauio Probability 
No. of Close Friends 7/148 89 N.S. 
Popularity Own Sex 7/148 S56 < 002 
Popularity Opposite Sex 7/148 3,97 < 0005 
Steady Presently—Time 7/148 1.1604 Glsisie 


The significant over-all chi square value for the discrete 
dependent variable "Enjoy Parties" was 44,10, d.f,=28, (p<.03). 

The significant selected chi square comparisons were 
groups: NMA against NMU and NNONE against NMU for the items 
"enjoy same as others” and "enjoy more than others" Gaeta leh. 
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against HMU for the items "enjoy less than others" and “enjoy 
more than others" (chi7=7.33, d.f.=1, p ¢.007) and for the 
items "enjoy more than others” and “enjoy same as others" 
(chi7=3.75, d.f.=1, p %.05). 

The two Multiple Orug groups were similar and claimed ta 
"enjoy parties" significantly more than the NMA and NNONE 
groups (“enjoy same") and the HAL grep ("enjoy less"). The 
NAL group did not differ significantly from any of the groups. 

The significant over-all chi square value for the dis- 
Creve Jependentsvariables "Age hirst. Date” was (66 (0 jidih.ooo, 
Gryeq.00 1%): 

The significant selected chi square comparisons were 
groups: NMA against NMU group for the items "never plus over 
Fifteen” and "under twelve" (chi’=3.71, d.f.=1, p <.05)3 
NAL against NMU group for the items "never and “twelve to 
foie eeeas (enim -ouoer d.f.=1, p< .01); NNONE against NMU for 
the items "never" and "twelve to thirteen,” and "never" and 
“under twelve," (chi7=12.57, d.f.=1, 9 ¢.0004 and Beal. 


dvf.,=1,00 4).006, respectively); and HAL against HMU for the 


items "never" and “under twelve" (chi7=9.08, al Rest eis) oa ec lb sie pe 

The NAL, NMA, NNONE, and HAL groups had a significant 
percentage of Ss who had "never dated" or not dated until “age 
fifteen." Both the NMU and HMU groups, apparently the most 
precocious, had a significant percentage of Ss who began dating 
at “age twelve to thirteen, or earlier." The HNONE most closely 
resembled the NNONE group. 


The significant over-all chi square value for the discrete 
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dependent variable “Ever Gone Steady" was 40.98, d.f,=21, 
(p @.005), 

The significant selected chi square comparisons were 
groups: NAL against NMU and HAL against HMU for the items 
“never” and “more than three times" Cape Sa nin O.t.=1, 974.02 


ne 
and chi'=7.48, d.f.=1, p ¢,.006 respectively); and NNONE 


against NMU for the items "never," "twice" and "never" and 
"over three times" (chi-=10.70, Osteai) pet 001 cand phi ames. 


Cede 15s pus. 00G)F 

The NMU and HMU groups showed the highest frequency of 
"going steady." The NAL, NNONE and HAL groups had a signif- 
icantly high frequency of "gone steady once and never" 
responses. The majority of Ss in the HNONE group have "never 
gone steady.” The NMA group did not differ significantly from 
any of the groups. 

The significant over-all chi square value for the discrete 
dependent variable “Favorite Activity—People" was 57,51 
cdafa sabe rap oe tht ske 

The significant selected chi square comparisons were 
groups: NAL against NMU for the items "a very close friend" 
ance “others.”’ (ena onase duts-1,6p ee 82)aQd) otinnon more 
feLends!) ange "“uthen” (epi aan 7e d.f.=1, p ¢.03)$ and NNONE 
agaigst NU for the items “two or more) friends” and) “other™ 
(chi7=8.36, d.f.=1, p¢.004). 

Significantly more Ss in the NMU endorsed the “other” 
item, whereas the NAL endorsed the “very close friend and 


two or more friends" items and the NNONE endorsed the “two or 
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more friends" item, The NMA ("friends") against NMU ("other") 
group comparison showed a trend (p ¢<.06). 

The significant over-all chi square value for the dis- 
crete dependent variable "Leisure Time—People" was 52,93 
deine 28 oO «00d 

The significant selected chi square comparisons were 
groups: NMA against NMU for the items "a date" and "self" 
(chi?=8,11, d.f.=1, 9 <¢.004)3; and NNONE against NMU for the 
items "family" and "self" (chi“=7.29, Gite ats) B <n U0sa cy ehor 
each of these comparisons a significant percentage of Ss in 
the NMU group spend their leisure time “alone," compared to 
the NMA and NNONE groups, who spend their time with a “date" 
and “family," respectively. The majority of all of the Ss 
spend their leisure time with "friends." 

The means were calculated (TABLE 30) and the analysis 
of variance was performed (TABLE 31) on the scores of the 
continuous dependent variable "Popularity Own Sex,” (F=3% 36, 


Gate lGOeore . 002). 


TABLE 30 


RANKED*® MEANS OF VARIABLE 
"POPULARITY OWN SEX" 


Group HMU NNONE NMU NMA NAL HAL HMA HNONE 


Mean 2,08 Ze On 2.68 3.0 3,04 ao S225 ool 


ar ee 


*Ranked from "most" to “least” popular (1 to 5). 
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TABLE 31 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE VARIABLE 
*POPULARITY OWN SEX™ 


SOUCG Be OL oume at Mean Degrees of 

Variation Squares Square Freedom Tee Lavoe Probability 
BG. ely Uae 7 Se6 002 
Wes 69 eye 148 


The Scheffe multiple comparison of means was performed 
to determine which pairs of means showed significant differ- 
ences. Only the Scheffe comparison of the paired means of 
the HNONE against the HMU group (TABLE 35) produced a signif- 
icant difference (p<.009). The Ss of the HMU group claimed 
to be “more popular" than the HNONE group. 

The means were calculated (TABLE 32) and the analysis 
of variance (TABLE 33) was performed on the scores of the 
continuous dependent variable "Popularity Opposite Sex." 


(F=3.97, d.f.=7/148, p <.0005). 
TABLE 32 


RANKED* MEANS OF VARIABLE 
"POPULAR LLY GPPOSI TE SEX 


Group HMA HMU NMU NMA NNONE NAL HAL HNONE 


Mean 2, 90 2.54 2aet2 294 hy oho) Bz B00 4 


*Ranked from "most" to “least" popular (1 to 5), 
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TABEE SoS 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE VARIABLE 
PCOPUCARTTY. OPPUS) TEaSex” 


Source of Sum) ot. Mean Degrees of 
Variation Squares Square . Freedom Poratig Probability 


B.g. .20 2.80 7 3.97 .0005 
Weg. 0 0.71 148 


The Scheffé& multiple comparison of means was performed 
to determine which pairs of means showed significant differ- 
ences. Only the Scheffe comparison of the paired means of 
the HNONE against the HMU group (TABLE 35) produced a signif- 
Tcapuedinferencem(p<e .01). More 9s in the HMU than the HNONE 


Qroup claimed to be "more popular with the opposite sex." 


summary 

Hypothesis III for all of the "Social and Peer Relations" 
variables was not supported. The scores, reflecting these 
variables for the two Multiple Orug groups, did not differ 
Significantly from the scores of the High School and Hospital 
Alcohol Only, Marijuana and Non User groups. 

A summary of the significant results of the selected 
chi square comparisons and Scheffe comparisons of means has 


been presented in TABLES 34 and 35. 


bus. see 
¥e. ne ei ian 


- 


B9 


LOO" x»% 
LO° xx 
GO° x 
ee ee eee 
°s*u ¥*67°L #eLb°S °s*u °S*u °S°U Son a[doaq 
“awTl ainsyaq 
*LL° 
°s*u **9C°R °s*u *£B°S *s*u $s °U oie tl a[doag 
~AYTATYIY tae 
HBT D #¥G9°RL ¥G2°C *B0°S a Gait *S°U OY) Apeays auog sanj 
#¥176°2 #HHXOG°ZL 
**80°6 HHLDOD *¥L2°C **89°9 *s*u eS *s*u a3eQ ysity aby 
¥GL°C 
HHEE OD #*##OC°OL ##BL'S [Su sat Sis Sa) s3atjiedq Aolu3 
WH AYN AWN NWN artgetien 
x x x x 
TWH JINONN WWWN TWN sdnoig 
SA8IaIajyyTQ JueaTyTUoTS asualajysytqQ JueatytuGts on :S}OtTpaad 


III stsayzodhy 
a 
SJIGVIYWA uSNOILWI3Y Y33d GNY TvIIO0S« 
JHL 40 SNOSTYWdWOD 3YWNOS IHD G319373S LNWBJISINSIS 


Vo S181 


<= 
- 


ar 3J 
i _oalig ni 


2D vary se ance $3: nay 7 


masansney ee | ha: at 
. SS i =e 


a - 
5 4 
406327 6 


Higa. 


(AS GEBSS 


PROBABILITIES OF THE SIGNIFICANT SCHEFFE COMPARISONS OF THE 


"SOCIAL AND PEER RELATIONS” VARIABLES 


a a 


Variable Groups 


Popularity Own Sex 


more popular HMuU* 
x 
less popular HNONE 


Popularity Opposite Sex 


more popular HMU* 
x 
less popular HNONE 
* 01 


Hypothesis III refers to the results of the analyses on 


the following variables: 


lg 


"Enjoy Parties"—-the two Multiple Orug groups were 
Similar and claimed to “enjoy parties" significantly 
more than the NMA and NNONE groups ("enjoy same") 
and the HAL group (“enjoy less"). However, the 

NAL group did not differ significantly from any of 
the groups. 

and 3. “Age First Date” and “Ever Gone Steady"— 

as predicted, the two Multiple Drug groups were 
Similar and significantly different from the Alcohol 
Only, Marijuana and Non User groups on these two vari- 
ables. The Multiple Orug groups dated at a signif- 


icantly earlier age and had gone steady significantly 
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more often than the other groups. 

“Favorite Activity—People"—the two Multiple Orug 
groups were similar and significantly different from 
the NAL and NNONE groups, but only showed a trend 
against the NMA group (NMA x NMU p ¢<.06). Also, the 
HMU against HAL group comparison did not show a sig- 
nificant difference, The NAL and NNONE (and NMA) 
groups did their favorite activity with "friends" 
and the NMU group with “other." 

“Leisure Time—People"—-the two Multiple Orug groups 
were Similar and significantly different from the 
NMA and NNONE groups, but not the two Alcohol Only 
groups. In addition to spending leisure time with 
"friends"; the NMU group spent it "alone," the NMA 
with a "date" and the NNONE with “family.” 

and 7. "Popularity Own Sex" and “Popularity Opposite 
Sex"—eonly the Scheffe comparisons of the means of 
the HMU against HNONE group on these two variables 
reached significance, In both instances the HMU 
group claimed to be "more popular." 

9., and 10, “Number of Close Friends,” “Steady 
Presently—Time," and "Steady Presently"—-there were 
no significant differences among any of the groups 


on the scores reflecting these variables. 


VALUES 


chi square analysis of the discrete dependent variable 
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"Life Value" did not produce significant results, The results 
of the over-all chi square analyses of all of the discrete 


Value variables have been presented in TABLE 36. 


TABLE 36 


Eni SQUAREVANALYSES OF THE DISCRETE 
VALUES VARIABLES 


Degrees of Chi Square 
Variable Freedom Value Probability 


Life Value 49 Boeoo ess 
Personal Relig. Affil, a5 (OW ABS, <.0002 
Concept of God 28 64019 4.002 


The analysis of variance of the continuous dependent 
variable "Self-Ideal Self" did not produce significant results. 
The results of the analyses of variance of all of the contin- 


uous Values variables have been presented in TABLE 37. 


TABU e af 


ANALYSES OF VARIANCE OF THE CONTINUOUS 
VALUES VARIABLES 


Degrees of 


Variable Freedom beatatiO wer robanie cy 
Self-Ideal Self 7/148 251 eats 
Church Attendance 7/148 5.02 ,ooo04 


The significant over-all chi square value for the discrete 
dependent variable "Personal Religious Affiliation” was 71.49, 
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Only the selected chi square comparison of the NMU 
against the HMU group for the item "no religion" reached sig- 
nificance (eni-=5. 13, Oe srl, o < 02). ew AUSLonit tcantiyenioner 
percentage of Ss in the HMU than the NMU group endorsed the 
"no religion" item, 

The significant over-all chi square value for the dis- 
Grete dependent variable “God Concept" was 54719, de f.=28, 
(G2n002) 

The significant selected chi square comparisons were 
groups: NMA against NMU for the items "traditional religious 
concept" and “agnaostic" (chi-=46,03, Gr ASM fe ¢<.01)3 and NAL 
against NMU and NNONE against NMU for the items “traditional 
religious concept and agnostic" and “traditional religious 
concept and non-traditional-God is truth, etc.," (chi-=9.83, 
d.f.=1, p ¢.0023 chi*=9,94, d.f.=1, p ¢.002 and chi“=5.67, 
d.f.=1, p ¢.023 chi-=4,70, d.f.=1, p ¢.033 chi“=8.26, d.f.=1, 
po ¢.004, respectively). 

A significant percentage of Ss in all groups, with the 
exception of the NMU and HMU, and HMA groups, had “traditional 
religious concepts." The majority of Ss in the NMU group were 
either agnostic or held a “non-traditional religious concept" 
and a high percentage of Ss in the HMU group were distributed 
over the "atheist," "agnostic" and “non-traditional religious 
concept” items, 

The ears (TABLE 38) were calculated and the analysis of 


variance (TABLE 39) was performed on the continuous dependent 


variable “Church Attendance” (Ff ratio=5.02, d.f.=7/148, p 4.00004). 
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TABLE S38 


RANKED* MEANS OF THE VARIABLE 
"CHURCH ATTENDANCE" 


————————————— — ——— ee 
Groups NNONE NAL NMA HNONE HAL NMuU HMU HIAA 


Means 3.06 one 3.36 3% OU 4,07 Nes es) 4.46 4,75 


SS SSS 


*Ranked from "daily to never" (1 to 5). 


TABLE 39 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE VARIABLE 
"CHURCH ATTENDANCE" 


a a RR Sa SR A A RRR RR ES TS SA 
nr rr EES SE RR RR Rg RR RR 


POUrPCeE CO Sum of Mean Degrees of 

Variation Squares Square Freedom FE oratio, »Probabili ty 
48 6,69 it a, 02 .00004 
20 1237 148 


The Scheffe multiple comparison of means was performed to 
determine which pairs of means showed significant differences, 
Only the Scheffe comparison of the paired means of the NNONE 


against the HMU group (TABLE 41) showed a significant difference 


(crceuGG ie 


Summary 


Hypothesis IV for all of the Values variables was not 
Supported, The scores, reflecting these variables, for the 
two Multiple Drug groups, did not differ significantly from 
the scores of all of the High School and Hospital Alcohol 


Only, Marijuana and Non User groups. 
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A summary of the significant results of the selected 
chi square comparisons and Scheffe comparison of means has 


been presented in TABLES 40 and 41, 


TABLE 41 


SIGNIFICANT SCHEFFE COMPARISON FOR 
VARIABLE “CHURCH ATTENDANCE" 
Variable Groups 


Church Attendance 


less often NNONE 
x 

more often HMU 

Probability <,.006 


Hypothesis IV refers to the results of the analyses on 
the following variables: 

1. "Personal Religious Affiliation"—only the two 
Multiple Drug groups were significantly different. 
A significant percentage of the HMiU group was of 
"no religion,” whereas the NMU group was either 
"Protestant" or “Catholic.* 

2. "God Concept"—the two Multiple Orug groups were 
similar and significantly different from the NAL, 
NYA and NNONE groups. The HAL against HMU group 
comparison did not reach significance. The Multiple 
Drug groups were either “atheist,” “agnostic” or had 


"non-traditional God concepts” as opposed to the 
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other groups which had "traditional concepts of God." 
3. "Church Attendance"—only the Scheffé comparison of 
the NNONE (more frequent attendance) against the HMU 
group (less frequent attendance) reached significance. 
4, and 5, “Life Value" and "Self-Ideal Self"—no sig- 
nificant differences between any of the group means 


were found, 
ATTITUDES TOWARDS ORUGS 


The analyses of variance for all of the continuous depen- 
dent variables, Attitudes Towards Orugs, produced significant 
results, Only a summary of the analyses have been presented 
and are to be found in TABLE 42, 

The chi square analysis of the discrete dependent vari- 
able "Treatment Orug Offenders” resulted in a significant chi 


Square value and has been presented in TABLE 42. 


TABLE 42 


ANALYSES OF VARIANCE AND CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF THE 
ATTITUDES TOWARDS DRUGS VARIABLES 


Deorees of 
Variable Freedom bepat lo Probability 


rr cr ST 


Analyses of Variance 


Marijuana Legalized 7/148 11.48 <,000001 
Freedom Use Drugs 7/148 ee: ¢.000001 
LSD Expands fiind 7/148 fe fae) ¢.00001 
Potent Drug Harmful 7/148 $933 ¢.002 
Speed Harmful 7/148 2.09 2.04 
Users Disturbed 7/148 2aow o02 


Drug Users Typical 7/148 3.03 ZnS 
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TABLE 42 (continued) 


LL SS SS SS ia sss ss ss lS Ss ssl SSS SS SSS SSS 
RR ESS Sel SD 


Degrees of 
Variable Freedom Lo wk ma is) Probability 


ET 


Chi Square Analysis 


Treatment Drug 
Offenders 28 DORs <.001 


The Scheffe multiple comparison of means produced signif- 
icant results for the following variables: "Marijuana Legal- 
ized" (F p <,000001); "Freedom Use Drugs" (F p <.000001); and 
elLoUPE<pands Mind (he) <.U0001 ), 

For the variable "Marijuana Legalized" the significant 
Scheffe comparisons of group means weres NAL against NMU 
and HMU (p <.01 and p <.04, respectively); NNONE against NMA, 
NMU and HMU (p <.001, p <.0001 and p <.001, respectively); 

HAL aoainst NMU (o <.05). The significant scores reflect 
the NMA, NMU and HMU groups' more favorable attitude toward 
legalization of marijuana. 

For the variable “Freedom Use Drugs" the significant 
‘Schef fé comparisons of group means were: NAL against NMU 
(p <€,001)3; NNONE against NMA, NMU and HMU (pee. Olen < 0001eand 
p <.001, respectively); and HAL against NMU (p <.01). The 
Significant results reflect the more favorable attitude of 
the NMA, NMU and HMU groups toward freedom to use drugs. 

For the variable "LSD Expands Mind" the significant 


comparisons of group means were: NAL against NMU and HMU 
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(p <.001 and p ¢.01, respectively); NNONE against NMU and HMU 
(p <.001 and p <.01, respectively); and HAL against NMU and 
HMU (p <.01 and p ¢.05, respectively). The two Multiple Drug 
groups were more in agreement with the statement "LSD Expands 
Mindy? 

The analysis of variance, but not the Scheffé cam- 
parisons of group means, produced significant results for the 
Following variables: "Potent Orugs Harmful" (F p ¢,002); 
"Speed Harmful” (F p <,005); “Drug Users Disturbed" (fF p <,005) 
and "Drug Users Typical” (F p ¢.005). On these scales there 
was homogeneity of variances, however the group mean differ- 
ences were not large enough to yield significant between 
Qroup comparisons, even though the over-all F ratios were 
Significant, In addition, the conservative nature of the 
Scheffe method would tend to reduce the orobability of finding 
Significant differences. 

The over-all chi square value for the discrete dependent 
variable "Treatment Orug Offenders" was 55,54 (i Gee eoe ay RSM EEO Ee 

The significant selected chi square comparisons for the 
items “vary according to drug involved" and “legalize” were 
groups: NAL against NMA (ent onae date-t Worcs O 1b eae 
against NMU (chi?=11.78, d.f.=1, p ¢.001)3 and NMU against 
HmMu (chi-=6.29, d.f.=1, p ¢.01). The NMA and NMU groups 
preferred "legalization of drug usage." The significant 
selected chi square comparison for the items “increase penal- 


ties" and “vary according to drug involved” was the NAL against 


the NNONE group Cente ce 87. d.f.=1, 62.05), An almost equal 
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percentage of Ss in both groups preferred "varying penalties," 
whereas the NNONE also preferred "increasing penalties.” The 
Significant selected chi square comparisons for the items 

“vary penalties and legalize drugs" and “increase penalties 

and legalize drugs" were the groups: NNONE against NMU (chi?= 
tO fet ep <UUd and chi7=20.20, Oote=l, pis, Cu0nt, 
respectively). The NMU group preferred “legalizing drug 

usage” whereas the NNONE group preferred "increasing penalties" 


and secondarily “varying penalties according to drug involved." 


Summary 
Hypothesis V was not supported for the Attitudes Towards 


Drugs variables. The scores of the two Multiple Drug groups 
did not differ significantly from the scores of the High School 
and Hospital Alcohol Only, Marijuana and Non User groups on all 
of the Attitudes Towards Orugs variables, 

Summaries of the significant results of the Scheffe 
comparisons of means and the selected chi square comparisons 
have been presented in TABLES 43 and 44, 

Hypothesis V refers to the results of the analyses on 
the following variables: 

1, "Marijuana Legalized"—-the two Multiple Drug groups 
were similar in their significantly more favorable 
attitude toward legalization, than the NNONE, NAL 
and HAL groups. However, the NMA group had a 


Significantly more favorable attitude toward legal- 


ization than the NNONE group. 
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"Freedom Use Drugs"—the two Multiple Orug groups 
were similar in their significantly more favorable 
attitude toward “freedom to use drugs" than the 
NNONE group. The NMU group's attitude, but not the 
HMU group, was also significantly more favorable 
toward "freedom to use drugs" than the two Alcohol 
Only groups. The NMA group had a significantly more 
favorable attitude than the NNONE group. 

"LSO Expands Mind"—the two Multiple Drug groups 
were Similar in their agreement that “LSD expands 
the mind," and significantly different from the 

two Non User and two Alcohol groups, but not the 
Marijuana groups. 

"Treatment Drug Offenders"—the NMU group (preferred 
legalization) was significantly different from the 
HMU group (preferred varying penalties), but similar 
to the NMA group (also preferred legalization). The 
NAL group (preferred varying penalties) was similar 
to the HMU and HAL groups and significantly different 
from the NNONE group,(preferred increasing penalties 
and secondarily, varying penalties) and the NMA and 
NMU groups. 

6, ?.,. and 8, "Potent Drugs Harmiulges “Sspecd Panniul,” 
"Orug Users Disturbed,“ "Drug Users Typical,"—there 


were no significant differences found on the between 


group comparisons. 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 


The purpose of the present study was to explore some 
relevant factors: personality characteristics, acquired belief 
systems and attitudes, social alienation in our current society, 
and familial relationships, which may be associated with non- 
medical drug use. Particular concern was with discovering if, 
and in which ways the two Multiple Drug groups were similar, 
and different from the Alcohol Only, Marijuana and Non User 
groups. In the present investigation, drug use was regarded 
as a complex phenomenon and involving “any” or "all" of the 
factors, of the individual, his immediate social milieu (family, 
peers) and his society, in an interactive and dynamic fashion. 

King (1969) and Chein (1968) have been discussed at some 
length as they offered a frame of reference for consideration 
of a multiple causation approach. King (1969) emphasized that 
adolescence is a period of crisis, made more difficult when 
society is in a state of transition. Chein (1968) argued that 
if an individual has a need to retreat from his situation, 
drugs may offer the means to achieve this and also provide an 
alternative subgroup, but the chemical agent (drug) is irrele- 


vant if the need does not exist. The family, and later on 
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school and society, may share a responsibility for an indiv- 
idual's failure to find satisfaction in life through legitimate 


means. (Chein, 1968). 


Epidemiology 


The original sample size of the present study, from which 
the subjects for the data analyses were derived, was used to 
provide estimates of the incidence of drug use in the High 
School and Hospital adolescent populations. Within the high 
school sample, the majority {over one half) of the students 
drank alcohol, one quarter of the sample regularly (at least 
once to twice a week). Alcohol, a socially accepted drug, 
was not the focus of concern in the present study. However, 
in view of the frequency of alcohol use and the age of the 
aleohol drinkers (fifteen to eighteen years of age), if this 
sample can be considered a representative estimate of local 
high school populations, alcohol must be considered as a 
potential danger. One quarter of the high school group was 
using drugs (one eighth—marijuana and one eighth—multiple 
drugs) at the time of the study. The Non Users comprised one 
sixth of the high school sample and statistically were a 
minority group. Within the hospital sample, the majority of 
subjects were Multiple Drug Users, followed by Alcohol Only 
Users. Again, the Non Users were a minority group. A 
Marijuana group (other psychoactive substances excluded) was 


virtually non-existent. 
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Demographic Information 


With regard to the Demographic variables all eight groups 
were Similar in sex, grade, and the status of their parents. 

Both the age and family religion of the groups were found 
to be significant factors. The Normal Non User and Normal 
Multiple Orug groups were the youngest groups (fifteen to 
Sixteen years of age), and the Normal Marijuana and Hospital 
Multiple groups the oldest (seventeen to eighteen years of 
age). 

The Normal Multiple Orug group was disproportionately of 
a Protestant religion and the Normal Alcohol Only and Non 
User groups were disproportionately of the Catholic religion, 
A high percentage of the Hospital Multiple group was distin- 
guished by claiming “no" religion. The Hospital Multiple 
group was also the only group who had a significant number of 


subjects from a rural area, 


Specific Drug Related Behavior 
One of the youngest groups, the Normal Multiple group, 


and one of the oldest groups, the Hospital Multiple group, 

had used drugs for the longest period of time (Lua stom three 
years). The Marijuana group, also older, had used the drug for 
one year or less. Evidently the multiple drug use pattern 

began at an early age in this sample and only the Hospital 
Multiple group, after a long history of drug use and institution- 
alization, intended to discontinue use. The young age of the 
Normal Multiple Orug group had many possible implications; 


one being, that over time, their drug use may lead to problems 
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similar to the Hospital Multiple group, which required instit- 
Utionalization, Those subjects of the Normal Marijuana group 
that may advance to a multiple drug use pattern could be 
regarded as having the advantage of beginning multiple drug 
use at a more mature age. 

The drug use of the Hospital Multiple and Marijuana groups 
also included a greater frequency of cigarette smoking. The 
Normal Non Users and Alcohol Only groups were significantly 
differentiated by the fewer number of subjects who smoked 


Cigarettes. 


MAJOR HYPOTHESIS 


California Personality Inventory 
The major hypothesis of the study was not supported. The 


Normal Multiple and the four Hospital groups were not signifi- 
cantly different from the Normal Alcohol Gnly, Marijuana, and 
Non User groups on all of the scales. Only five of the eighteen 
scales produced significant group differences. 

In terms of the drug-non drug continuum there were no 
Significant differences on measures related to such dimensions 
as sociability, self-assurance, self control and flexibility. 
However, on the Achievement via Conformance scale the scores 
of the Normal Non Users and the two Alcohol Only groups were 
higher than the Hospital Non User and Normal Drug groups 
(Multiple and Marijuana) and the Hospital Drug groups (Multiple 
and Marijuana), which had the lowest scores. Gough (1957) 


described low scorers on this scale ast insecure, easily 
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disorganized under stress or pressure to perform and pessimistic 
about their occupational futures. Gough (1957) described high 
scorers ast responsible, persistent, industrious and valuing 
intellectual activities and intellectual achievements. 

This finding may relate to the view of Crook (1970), who 
described the educational system as dehumanizing, without 
providing security. Drugs, for some, may remain the only 
retreatist mode. Whether or not this result reflects a 
“voluntary” rejection of conformance to the value of academic 
achievement (Suchman, 1968) or rejection because of an inability 
to respond as a result of stress, insecurity and failure, can 
not presently be determined, Nevertheless, drug users, partic- 
Ularly the hospitalized group, would appear to be pessimistic 
about their future occupational role in society. 

A similar hierarchical group distribution of Normal Non 
Users and Alcohol Only groups, followed by Hospital Non User 
and Normal Drug groups (Multiple and Marijuana), followed by 
the lowest scoring groups, the Hospital Drug groups (Marijuana 
and Multiple) was found on the Good Impression and Communality 
scales, Only the comparisons of the Normal Non User against 
the Multiple groups and the Normal Alcohol Only against Hospital 
Multiple group but not against Marijuana group, reached signifi- 
cance, however. Gough (1957) described low scorers on the Good 
Impression scales ast aloof, resentful and self centered; 
whereas, the high scorers were described ast cooperative, 
diligent and persistent. High scorers on the Communality scale 


were described as: dependable, realistic, and having common 
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sense and good judgment. Low scorers were described as: 
confused and having internal conflicts and problems. 

On the Responsibility scale only the Hospital Multiple 
and Normal Non User groups were significantly different. 

Gough Sr) described a high scorer on this scale as consci- 
entious and dependable. A low scorer was described as immature 
and undercontrolled. 

In general, on the California Personality Inventory, the 
two Multiple Orug groups were not characterized as having 
"self concept” or “sociability” problems but rather problems 
related to the socialization-asocialization (delinquency) 
continuum, The Normal Marijuana groups fell between the Normal 
Non User and Alcohol Only groups and the Multiple Drug groups 
on this continuum, 

The only other scale to differentiate the groups was the 
Dominance Scale. The Hospital Non User (and to a lesser extent, 
the Hospital Alcohol Only groups) were differentiated from the 
other groups and characterized by problems of assertiveness 
and a lack of self-confidence. 

The results on the California Personality Inventory suggest 
the possibility that the drug behavior of the Multiple Drug 
users, particularly the Hospital group, and to a much lesser 
extent the Normal Drug groups, may be part of a complex of 
delinquent types of activities. This does not imply the groups 
can be defined as delinquent. 

Weckowicz (1973) also found that drug users scored lower 


than the non drug group on the Communality, Responsibility, 
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Good Impression, and Achievement via Conformance Scales of the 
California Personality Inventory. However, unlike the subjects 
of the present study, they scored higher than the non-drug 
group on the Flexibility, Capacity for Status, Social Presence, 
Achievement via Independence and Sociability scales. The re- 
searchers concluding image of the chronic drug user was "not 
ane of a non-conforming rebel at variance with the existing 
social order, but, rather, of an individual capable of autono- 
mous growth and a broad moral perceptive” Weckowicz (1973). 

In the present investigation, a similar conclusion was not 
warranted, as the same personality strengths were not reflected 
in the scale scores. Nevertheless, the cautionary warning of 
Kleber (1965) should be acknowledged, "orientation to counter- 
culture values may reflect adjustment to a smaller group.” 
Standard psychological tests, such as the California Person- 
ality Inventory, equate deviance with pathology which may, in 


the drug culture, prove to be a misleading value judgment. 
MINOR HYPOTHESES 


The minor hypotheses regarding the variables Family, Social 
and Peer Relations, Activity and Interest Orientation, Values, 
and Attitudes Towards Drugs were not supported. The two Mul- 
tiple Drug groups were not similar and significantly different 


from the other groups on all of the respective variables. 
NON SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES 


The groups were not differentiated aon the following vari- 
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ables: motivations to use or not use drugs, parents" smoking 
and drinking behavior, effects of psychoactive drugs, grade 
average, school and extracurricular activities, number of 
brothers, number of sisters, family position, number of close 
Friends, going steady at present time, self concept, life 
goals or values, attitudes towards the more dangerous drugs, 
image held of drug users, number of family activities and 


church attendance, 


SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES 


Family 

The absence of close familial relationships (either 
"Family Closeness" or "Closest Parent") significantly differ- 
entiated the two Multiple Drug groups fram the other groups. 
However, many of the subjects of the Hospital Multiple group 
were actually physically separated from one or both parents 
(foster or broken homes), which was not the case with the 
Normal Multiple group. Wispinski (1972) also noted the history 
of poor familial relationships in his adolescent drug using 
sample from Alberta Hospital, Edmonton (similar sample to 
present study). 

Poor family relationships as a crucial factor relating to 
the non-medical use of drugs have been discussed by Stevenson, 
Lingley, Trasov and Stanfield (1956), who found this ta be the 
sole variable distinguishing an addict from a non-addict group, 
who shared similar attitudes and a delinquent orientation. 


Blum (1972) was one investigator who explicitly described 
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the role family influence plays in non-medical drug use. One 
of his conclusions was that the support of "healthy" parents 
produced a child who liked himself and was resistant to peer 
group pressure, 

A number of cautionary comments about the findings re- 
garding the "Family" variables should be considered. Firstly, 
it should be emphasized that in the present study a causal 
relationship should not be assumed. Secondly, interpretation 
or inference regarding similar findings has frequently fol- 
lowed from a Sociological model. In this model, the environ- 
ment in this context, that provided by the family, has been 
considered a causal factor, historically, in delinquency (and 
alcoholism), and more currently in drug abuse. The alternative 
interpretation, that from an early age the child has been prob- 
lematic, which consequently has led to a poor parent-child 
relationship, warrants attention. To conclude that the 
failure of parents to foster a close relationship with a child 
has left him more susceptible to drug use, may be misleading. 

Many of the Multiple Orug Users (Alberta Hospital, 
Edmonton) investigated by Wispinski (1972), who were from a 
sample similar to the present study, were characterized by a 
pathological state. The histories of poor family relationships 
were considered causal within the framework of an environmental 
model. When considering a pathological state, the assumption 
of environmental influences as the sole contributing factors 
may deprive an individual of appropriate or effective therapy. 


Further, the high rate of broken homes which characterized the 


—— 


a Se Pee tn ° 

a | i Dr aes "ie 
a 2 ae eee ee 

7 ventucear #8 sete aap oe 


swe aa HeSr eT Oba! 


se 
‘= 
* } 
| 


ie 


‘ v. 
.o9. eqeiced? at ues v ipeiail piaaaaids = 


yisea -bage Ud oo Stante an hdeteae “24 oeet™ 


Pewee @ ghuse sneeesc YPine jaf? Aye) wenere a 


»yhbrasec ceueaes oe jgn cheng f 
aynioens sat enie se reas osnaretnie a A 
Agsur Sintroimiaae © ona? oe 


asieadergiagnt 
x? yitreupes” ch 


esis th gh oeDh Ae,'e a! 


of 2a «taney BIN waplveia.dek) .4eoenea wis? : a 
bi sre’ (HE AL. Wi les bTeaaay yret=s Seat » beset bani,” 
ov, JOR ar Sruos\ous0"7 j yy CJnws 28 a ore (mele ‘a. af 


Thi 4 Gp) oce ¢a5e8 pr hei’ ese? : niente 
reo (be! Beng ted ise) ef. avuneenah Wa tse 


al. an 44 
2 ied eeuk UNG) a7 Pe ae ee ea .gdrignt = 
: i, de 
nitte @ els  ceeetSSli— meas w Feaent es ele say Sa + hn 
rd hée «4 i eY .ie@e C418 Hg aleiveesout tun Pare bl ie 


too {Sms <del py -Seeee Hog auf ad ar Yate bhdaney 

& wul" ecRy ore ESTA 5} idendagae yf bated is count aye 

5 el teSEreloeter sa ste Ae sete ty ate od pepaela 
emmuneroal-7 efile? ety be ewe asain oy 
Lolneenntives co tc waowseed) (eRe ey teqdsa 


> 


isdiwein ois ehote biti etean is : 
ae ene ee cuts pte 
nse “eran 7 


oo 


. 7 ; am 7 = 
ae | a cP 7 
eo s7v' af - | 


123 


Hospital Multiple Drug group of both Wispinski's study (1972) 
and the present study should also be considered as possibly 
reflecting the emotional instability of the parents, which has 
had its effect on the child as a nature (genetic), rather than 
nurture (environmental) influence. 

Support regarding the importance of non environmental 
Factors in drug dependency with specific reference to alcohol 
comes from Goodwin, Schulsinger, M@éller and Guze (1974). They 
compared the sons of alcoholic parentage adopted in infancy 
to non alcoholic parents, with their brothers who were raised 
by the alcoholic parent. Both the adopted and nonadopted 
sons had high rates of alcoholism (25 percent and 17 percent, 
respectively) and the two groups also had a comparable fre- 
quency of alcohol problems. Although the nonadopted sons, 
but not the adopted sons, came from lower socio-economic 
backgrounds and general conditions associated with delinquency, 
there were no significant differences between the two groups 
in alcohol problems. 

Either generalization; that the family has had its effect 
as exclusively an environmental or a genetic influence leading 
to drug abuse, alcoholism, delinquency, etc., may be inaccurate, 
particularly if conceptualization does not appreciate inter- 
action effects. 

And finally, that the adolescents drug use itself has 
been the major variable leading to a recent lessening of 


family cohesiveness, deserves consideration, 
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social and Peer Relationships 

The Peer group has been discussed as a variable related to 
drug use by (a) providing situations for influencing drug use 
through normal social learning (Becker, 1968); (b) satisfying 
needs within a drug culture left unfulfilled by conventional 
society (Chein, 1968); and (c) conversely, the role family 
support may play in providing insulation against the influence 
to use drugs from the peer group (Blum, 1972). 

The present study found both Multiple Orug groups were 
Significantly more heterosexually oriented ("age first date" 
and "number of times gone steady") than all other groups. How- 
ever, the other groups were as/or more peer group oriented 
(same sex) than the Multiple Drug groups (Favorite Activity— 
People, Leisure Time—People, Number of Close Friends). The 
Multiple Drug groups preferred spending their leisure time 
alone, or, other than with friends. However, the Multiple Drug 
groups did indicate greater enjoyment of parties than all other 
groups, with the exception of the Normal Alcohol group. Only 
the Hospital Non User group was distinguished by claiming to 
be less popular with both their own sex and the opposite sex. 

It may be tempting to assume a relationship exists between 
the low family cohesiveness and the heterosexual orientation of 
the Multiple Drug groups by suggesting heterosexual relation- 
ships satisfy needs not satisfied in a close Family. However, 
any one of the following may be relevant: (a) bordeom Cin e@.y 
need for excitement), (b) disturbance in sexual image, (c) 


greater freedom and opportunity for heterosexual involvement 
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not permitted by the families of the other groups, or (d) the 
greater susceptibility of the two Multiple Orug groups to 
accepting the "modern" mores of sexual freedom frequently 
conveyed by certain of the media, 

TO summarize the Social and Peer Relationship variables, 
the non-multiple drug groups were apparently as, or more in- 
volved in "Same sex" peer group activities as the Multiple 
drug groups, but less heterosexually oriented. There is evi- 
dently opportunity for the peer group to equally influence 


non-drug behaviors and attitudes. 


Activity and Interest Orientation 


The activities (Favorite Activity I and II) pursued by 
the groups may be conceptualized in terms of the three different 
patterns which emerged. The two Multiple Orug groups preferred 
Shedonistic activities" ("have fun,” “oet stoned," “sex") as 
well as those described as "Social." The Normal Alcohol and 
Normal Marijuana groups described involvement in "social" and 
Outdoor activities, without the hedonistic connotations. The 
Normal Non User and Hospital Alcohol Only groups indicated a 
preference for intellectual activities and competitive sports, 
those pursuits most valued by conventional society (similar to 
finding on California Personality Inventory—Achievement via 
Conformance scale). In addition, only the Normal Marijuana 
group was involved in Political Activities (limited activity) 
and only the Multiple Drug groups attended Rock Festivals. 

A more hedonistic orientation of drug groups has also been 


observed by Hughes (1971), Northern Alberta Institute of Tech- 
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nology, and Wardell (1974), a University of Alberta (Edmonton) 
Residence. 

The absence of "any," or "positive" experiences and/or 
present opportunities with what may be called more "meaningful" 
activities may have significance, The inferred disinterest or 
inability for more planned or sustained activities can be con- 
Sidered in terms of pre-drug experiences or as reflecting the 
amotivational syndrome, described by McGlothlin and West (1968), 
as a consequence of drug (marijuana) use. Again, boredom, 
associated with a need for excitement, may provide an explan- 
ation, Grinspoon (1971) considered boredom, especially in the 
late adolescent, may reflect a maladaptive control of unaccept- 
able sexual and aggressive impulsives. 

The remainder of the Activity and Interest Orientation 
variables did not discriminate the groups in terms of the 
drug—non-drug continuum. The Non User groups were different 
from all other groups in their significantly greater study 
time (similar to finding on California Personality Inventory 
—Achievement via Conformance Scale). 

A greater number of the subjects of the Normal Alcohol 
groups were employed part-time; whereas, the Normal Non User 
group had the lowest rate of part-time employment, Only the 
Hospital Alcohol Only and Multiple Orug groups were Signifi- 
cantly different with regard to their future occupational 
plans. The Alcohol Only group intended to go to University 


or Technical School; whereas, the Multiple group was undecided 


about its future. 
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Values 

Self-concept as measured by the questionnaire did not 
prove to be a distinguishing feature between the groups 
(similar to Finding on California Personality Inventory— 
measures of self confidence, self assurance). Neither did the 
life goals differ between the groups. 

Only the Hospital Multiple group claimed to have “no 
personal religious" affiliation. However, the two Multiple 
Orug groups, as well as the Hospital Alcohol Only group, did 
not accept traditional religious concepts and claimed to be 
either agnostic, atheists or conceived of God as truth, nature, 
etc. The rest of the groups held a traditional concept of God. 

Suchman (1968) also found similar religious beliefs in the 
group of drug users he examined (replicated by Hughes, 1971 in 
Edmonton). He suggested this difference reflects the emergence 
of a new ethic, the "hang loose" ethic, subscribed to by drug 
users, which questions traditional values, including 


Christianity. 


Attitudes Towards Drugs 


Between group differences were not found in the attitudes 
towards the potential harmfulness of the more dangerous drugs, 
nor the "image" of the drug user. Attitudes related to the 
"legal question" (Treatment Drug Offenders, Legalization of 
Marijuana and Freedom to Use Drugs) of non-medical drug use 
were found to differ significantly between groups. The Normal 
Multiple and Marijuana groups expressed highly favorable atti- 


tudes towards lessened legal involvement; the two Alcohol Only 
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and Hospital Multiple groups expressed more “moderate” atti- 
tudes and the Normal Non User group favored strict and severe 
legal control of drugs and drug users. The Drug groups 
(Multiple and Marijuana) agreed that “LSD expands the mind,” 
whereas, the Alcohol Only and Non User groups did not. 

Rigas (1971) Similarly found regular drug users could be 
distinguished by their more favorable attitudes towards drugs 
than occasional users and a non-drug group. However, in the 
present study all groups agreed on the danger of such drugs 
as "speed," LSD, etc. Also, the expectation that the Multiple 
Orug groups would have significantly more favorable attitudes 
than the Marijuana group (which would resemble the non-drug 


groups) was not confirmed. 
IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE AND RESEARCH 


The important findings are: (a) the two Multiple Orug 
groups were similar and showed some significant differences 
from the other groups on the socialization-asocialization 
dimension of personality, family and peer relationships and 
specific activities and behavior; (b) there were differences 
in "family structure" (Normal Multiple—intact families and 
Hospital Multiple—“broken" homes) and "age." The Normal 
Multiple group was one af the yOungest groups, and the Hospital 
Multiple group, which had a long history of non-medical drug 
use and personal problems, was one of the oldest groups. 


Some of the implications of these findings for treatment 


and research ares 
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For research purposes it is meaningful to distinguish 
between multiple drug users, those who experiment 
(use once or twice) with psychoactive substances and 
users of only marijuana, 

The "chemical agent" is only one of a complex of 
factors and should not be the sole target in educative 
or therapeutic programs. 

Educative programs, specific to drug use, may have 
merit, MNowever, an individual's attitudes towards 
drugs may be only one aspect of his/her belief system. 
Research an high school drug users has frequently 
emphasized assessment of the normal dimensions of 
personality (e.g., those assessed by standard psycho- 
logical tests) and investigation of psychopathology 
extant within these groups may prove of value. 

If clinical psychopathology (e.g., neuroses, 
psychoses, psychopathy) is demonstrated to be mani- 
fest within the high school multiple drug group, a 
system for therapeutic intervention is advocated. 
Therapeutic efforts would require skilled profes- 
sionals trained in the clinical area. 

The "family" would have to be considered an important 


variable in broader preventative programs. 
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APPENDIX A 


QUESTIONNAIRE ON STUDENTS! 
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INTRODUCTION 


Individuals vary a great deal in their attitudes and 
Opinions on drug usage. The main purpose of this question- 
naire is, with your cooperation, to determine your opinions 
about this issue. 


You are asked to honestly and seriously answer all the 
questions on this questionnaire, There are no right or wrong 
answers, 


Please do not put your name on the answer sheet. The 


anonymity of your answers is guaranteed. 
Definition 


The term "drugs" used in this questionnaire refers to 
the hallucinogenic or "psychedelic" substances which are 
being used illegally. Examples: Glue, Nail Polish Remover, 
Marijuana (Pot), Hashish (Hash), Mescaline (Mesc.)}, LSD 
(Acid), Amphetamines (Speed), etc. 


Unless specifically indicated, prescribed drugs such 
as barbituates (goofballs), analgesics ("pain-killers"), and 
"hard" marcotics such as Opium, Heroin, and Cocaine, are not 


meant to be included for your consideration in answering. 


Instructions 


All answers are indicated by marking, on the answer 


sheet, the letter of your choice from the alternatives. 
Please do not mark the question booklet. 


PLEASE USE PENCIL, marking each answer heavily and if 


you make an error, erase the mark completely. 


Try to answer all questions. 


THANK YOU. 
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Orug Use 


Which of the following drugs have you used, and how often? 
Alcohol (wine, beer, liquor)? 
a. Once or twice a day 
b. Once or twice a week 
c. Once or twice a month 
d. Only once or twice 
e. Never 


Marijuana, hashish, tetrahydro- 
cannabinol (pot, weed, hash)? 


a. Once or twice a day 
b. Once or twice a week 
c. Once or twice a month 
d. Only once or twice 


e. Never 


sedatives or tranquilizers 
(Phenobarbital, chlopromazine, 


Sleeping voll lyeetc.)) 2 a. Once or twice a day 
b. Once or twice a week 
c. Once or twice a month 
d. Only once or twice 


e. Never 


Amphetamine stimulants 


(Benzedrine, Dexedrine, diet 

sulle wetc. 2 a. Once or twice a day 
b. Once or twice a week 
c. Once or twice a month 
d. Only once or twice 


e. Never 


Speed? 


a. Once or twice a day 


b. Once or twice a week 
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speed continued 


Other Hallucinogens (peyote 


or mescaline, psilocybin, 
STP, 5S-HT, etc.) 7 


Opiates (heroin, 


cocaine, etc.)? 


I, Oemographic Information 


c. 
d. 


e. 


a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 


e. 


a. 
b. 
Cc. 
d. 


e. 


ae 
b. 
C. 
d, 


e. 


Once or twice a month 
Only once or twice 


Never 


Once or twice a day 
Once or twice a week 
Once or twice a month 
Only once or twice 
Never 


Once or twice a day 
Once or twice a week 
Once or twice a month 
Only once or twice 


Never 


Once or twice a day 
Once or twice a week 
Once or twice a month 
Only once or twice 


Never 


male 
female 


15-16 years 
17-18 years 
19-20 years 
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8. 


Grade a. 
b. 
eo. 

I am a half-day student Be 

(Half-Day Student) b. 
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10 
11 
te 


Yes 
No 


I have lived in a city for approximately 


(Live Urban-Rural) a. 
Lay 
Ge 
d. 


Father's Status a. 
(Father's Status) Ee 


How would you rate your father 
(Father's Financial a. 
Success) bi 

Co 

a. 


Mother's Status a. 
(Mother's Status) be 


5 years 
10 years 
15 years 
20 years 


professional 

business 

office worker 

manual worker 

other, or not employed 


Financially 


He has been very successful 
He has been quite successful 
He has been fairly successful 
He has not been too 
successful 

He has not been successful 

at all 


professional 

business or office worker 
manual worker 

other 

homemaker 
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9. What is your Family Religion (Religion practiced in your 


home ) a. Catholic 
(Family Religion) b. Protestant (Anglican, 
Presbyterian, United, 
Baptist, etc.) 
c. Jewish 
d. No religion or I don't 
know 
e. Other 
Il. Specific Orug Related Behavior 
10, Oo you smoke cigarettes? a. Yes 
(Smoke Cigarettes) b. No 
11. If yes, what is the average number of cigarettes that 
you smoke in one day? a. 10 or less 
(Number Cigarettes b. 10 to 1 package 
Smoke/Day ) c. 1 package or more 
12. Which of the following does your father use 
(Father Smoke/ a. Tobacco only 
Drink Alcohol) b. Alcohol only 
c. Tobacco and alcohol 
d. Neither tobacco nor alcohol 
e. I don't know 
Ff, I have no father 
13. Which of the following does your mother use 
(Mother Smoke/ a, Tobacco only 
Drink Alcohol) b. Alcohol only 
c. Tobacco and alcohol 
d. Neither tobacco nor alcohol 
e. I don't know 


I have no mother 
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14, When do you usually drink? 
(Setting Alcohol) a. Usually when I am alone 
b. When I am with my close 
friends 
Cc. Before, during, or after 
a party 


15, When did you first use ORUGS (consider drugs as named 
in questions at beginning of this questionnaire, i.e., 
exclude alcohol)? a. This year 

(Length of Use) b. Last year 
c. Two or three years ago 
d. Over four years aga 
e. Never 


Answer questions in box (number 16 to 23) only if you now 


use drugs 


16. IF YOU NOW USE DRUGS: Choose the reasons that come 
closest to your real reasons for taking drugs (rank in 
order of importance) 

(Motives - Set I) 
a. To keep awake and alert while working or studying 
b. To relieve or escape personal problems or school 
worries 
c. To be more at ease, less self-conscious in a group 
d. They make you feel good—to feel new body sensations 
or images 
e. For fun, kicks or thrills 
f. Have a doctor's prescription (for allergies, nerves, etc.. 


g. Orugs help you sleep more easily—calm you down 


17. Reasons for your using DRUGS. (rank in order of import- 


ance) (Motives - Set II) 
a. Friends respect drug users as leaders or as being 


grown ups 
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continued 

b. With drugs it is easier to express your feelings 
C. One way to rebel against adult authority 

d. Because of boredom—there is not much else to do 
e. To be more creative—writing, music, thinking 


fF, For curiosity—want to find out what it is like 


If you have used MARIJUANA, what have you usually 
experienced? (Orug Effects) 
a. Feeling of transcendence; increased awareness of 
self and reality 
6b. Enhanced perceptual or visual awareness; pleasant 
Floaty feeling 
Ce Cltt Lemons nome hTec t 
d. Feeling of loss and loneliness; depression and anxiety 
e. Nightmarish illusions; loss of contact with reality; 


feeling of terror 


If you have used LSD, what have you usually experienced? 
(Drug Effiects) 

a. Feeling of transcendence; increased awareness of self 
and reality 

b., Enhanced perceptual or visual awareness, pleasant 
Floaty feeling 

Cre etctle Of MNO erect 

Feeling of loss and loneliness, depression and anxiety 

e. Nightmarish illusions; loss of contact with reality; 


feeling of terror 


When taking drugs do you feel that you have attained a 
freedom from the pressures of society? 

(Drug Effects) 

Yes, the above is true for me 

The above is sometimes true for me 


c. No, the above is not true for me 
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Have your religious beliefs changed since taking any 
drugs? 
(Orug Effects) 
a. Yes, quite a lot 
b. Yes, But only in a few ways 


c. No, my religious beliefs have not changed 


Have any personal problems (psychological and physical) 
changed since taking any drugs? 
(Drug Effects) 
ay e.es, OULLe a. lor 
b. Yes, but only in a few ways 
c. No, my problems have not changed 


Do you think that after taking drugs you became more 
aware of your personal problems (psychological and 
physical)? 
(Drug Effects) a. Yes 
b. No 
Cae Gonetrknew 


I intend to continue taking drugs 
(Intend Continue Use) 
a. Yes 
b. No 
c. Ooes not apply 


Although I have not tried drugs I intend to try one or 


more drugs 
(Intend to Use) a. Yes 
b. No 
c. Undecided 
d. Yes, if legalized 
e. Does not apply 
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26. The following questions in the BOX below are for students 
who have never taken any “soft drugs." 


If Nomwhy have you never smoked marijuana? CHECK ONE— 

Please check in order of most importance to you. 
(Non Use Reason) 

a. I have just not been particularly interested in 
taking a drug 

6b. I have not known how to obtain it 

Cc. I have been afraid of the possible medical or health 
dangers 

d. I do not wish to run the risk of legal problems (arrest) 

e. I do not believe in doing what is illegal, as a matter 
of principle 

F. I do not believe in it because of my religious 
convictions 

g. Other 


III, Activity and Interest Orientation 


27. ‘My average on the last exams was 


(Grade Average) a. over. 85% 
b. 70-79% 
c. 60-69% 
d. 50-59% 


e. under 50% 


28. I am employed 


(Employed) a. seasonally (i.e. during 
holidays) 


b., part time on a reqular basis 
Cc. part time occasionally 

d. full time 

e, not at_all 


29, After completing school, I am planning 
(Future Occupational a. University education 


Plans) b. technical, commercial, or 
trade school training 
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29, continued c. employment 
d. travel 


e. undecided 


30. The average amount of time I spend on homework and/or 
study is 
(Study Time) a. more than 15 hours a week 
b. 10-15 hours a week 
c. 5-10 hours a week 
d. 1-5 hours a week 
e. none at all 


31, What ONE thing do you like to do most in your spare time? 
(Favorite Activity I) 


SZ oarticieate ia. schools clubs or sactivities 
(School Club a. more than 15 hours a week 
Activities) b. 10-15 hours a week 
c. 5-10 hours a week 
d. 1-5 hours a week 


e. none at all 


33, I participate in clubs or organized activities outside 
of school 
(Extracurricular a. more than 10 hours a week 
Activities) b. 7-9 hours a week 


c. 4-6 hours a week 
d. 1-3 hours a week 
e. Not at all 
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34. Do you participate in "political" activities outside 


your home 


(Political Activities) 


a. 
b. 


35. The activity I enjoy most is 


(Favorite 
AGtLVity 11) 


Pee amily 


O67 650 Live with 
(Parent Live With) 


37, Which parent do you feel closest to? 


(Closest Parent) 


38, How many brothers do you have? 


(Number of Brothers) 


a. 
b. 


C. 


a. 
b. 


Yes 
No 


reading 

watching TV or going to 
parties 

gaging to dances or parties 
attending Rock festivals 


being alone 


both parents 
my father 

my mother 
foster parents 


other 


CHEEK ONE. 
Father 

Mother 

Neither, I feel closest 
to another relative 
Both 
Neither, I feel closest 
to someone else who is 


not a relative 


CHECK ONE. 
None 


One 
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50.5 Continued c. Two 
d. Three 
e. Four 


f. Five or more 


39. How many sisters do you have? CHECK ONE. 


(Number of Sisters) a. None 
b. One 
c. Two 
d. Three 
e. Four 


es Five or more 


40. What is your position in the family? Were you born 
First, second, third, etc. 
(Family Position) a. First born 
b. Second 


Cy iaero 
d. Fourth 
cay Lee ghee 
iy eebaas! 
Q. Seventh 
h. Eighth 


Toe NICH eOG era ce LT 


41. How would you describe your family? CHECK ONE. 
(Family Closeness) a. We are very close 
b. We are quite close 
c. We are somewhat close 
d. We are not too close 


e, We are not close at all 


42, How would you describe your family activities? CHECK ONE. 
(Family Activities) a. We do very many things 
together 
b. We do many things together 
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We do some things together 
We do a few things together 
We hardly do anything 
together 

We never do anything 
together 


Suppose you had a chance to take a trip to San Francisco 


or Los Angeles this summer with just ONE of your parents 


Or ONE other relative. 


Which ONE would you choose? 


(Parent Prefer Holiday With— I) 


a. 
b. 
c. 


Concerning the above question, 
by yourself? 


(Parent Prefer ale 
Holiday With— II) ey 
Social 


Do you think that you enjoy parties 
or about the same as others in your 


(Enjoy Parties) a. 
Be 


Cc. 


Father 
Mother 
Another relative 


would you prefer to go 


Yes 
No 


Or dances more, 
CHEEK ONE. 


less, 
class? 
More 
Less 
About the same 


46. Compared to your classmates, how popular do you think you 


are with people of your own sex? 


(Popularity Own Sex) a. 


CHEGKS ONE. 

Very much more popular 
More popular 

About the same as others 
Less popular 


Very much less popular 
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47, Compared to your classmates, how popular do you think 
you are with people of the opposite sex? CHECK ONE. 
(Popularity Opposite a. Very much more popular 
Sex) b. More popular 
c. About the same as others 
d. Less popular 


e. Very much less popular 


48. Of all the people you know, not including your immediate 
Family, how many would you consider to be close personal 
friends? 


(Number Close Friends) a. None 


b. One 
c. Two 
d. Three 
e. Four 
faueinive 


g. More than 5 


49, At what age did you have your first date? 
(Age First Date) a. Have never had a date 
b. Under 12 years old 
Cen |i 2eloe omyears 
d. 14 years old 
e. 15 years old 
Ff, over 15 years 


50. Have you ever gone steady? 
(Ever Gone Steady) a Yes suonce 
b. Yes, twice 
c. Yes, three or more times 
d. No 


51. Are you going steady now? 
(Steady Presently) a. Yes 
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(Steady Presently-Time) a, 


If yes, how long have you been going steady with your 


Less than 1 month 


b. 1 or 2 months 
Ce eon OL So mon cas 
d. 6 months to 1 year 
e. More than 1 year 
Ff, More than 2 years 
53, With whom do you usually do your favorite activity? 
(Favorite Activity- a. No one, I do it alone 
People) b. A very close friend 
c. Two or more friends 
d. Parents 
e. Sister or brother 
Ff, Other 
54, Most of my leisure time is spent 
(People-Leisure) a. with my family 
Die Gating 
c. with friends 
d. by myself 
e. other 
VI, Values 
55, What church do you belong to, if any? 
(Personal Religion) aweebatholre 
b. Protestant, (Anglican, 
Presbyterian, United, 
Baptist, etc.) 
c. Jewish 
d. No religion 
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How aften do you attend Church? 
(Church Attendance) a. Daily 
6b. Weekly 
Cc. Several times a month 
d. Several times a year 


e. Never 


Which of the following statements most closely approxi- 
mates your concept of Gad, 
(God Concept) 
a. A supreme being concerned with each individual person 
6b. A supreme being not concerned with each individual 
person 
c. Does not exist—-I am an atheist 
d. I am an agnostic—j-I neither believe not disbelieve 
in God 
e. God is Nature, Truth, Good, etc., but does not exist 


in the Traditional Christian sense 


Different people strive for different things. Here are 
some things that you have probably thought about. Check 
the one thing that you consider to be the most important. 
CHECK ONE: 
(Life Value) 
a. Pleasing my parents 
b, Learning as much as possible in school 
c. Living up to (fulfilling) my religious ideals 
d. Living up to my moral and/or ethical views 
e. Being accepted and liked by other students 
Ff, Having a good time 
gq. Other 
Which of the following statements come closest to 
describing your feelings about yourself? CHECK ONE, 
(Self-Ideal Self) 
a. 1 would like to change a lot about myself 
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continued 


gah 


b. I would like to change some things about myself 


c. 1 would like to remain just the way I am 


Attitudes toward Orugs 


Marijuana should be legalized 
(Legalize Marijuana) ae 

b, 

Es 

Gi. 


e. 


Adults should have the freedom 


(Freedom Use Drugs) a. 
Bie 
Se 
fale 


e. 


LSD expands the mind 
(LSD Expands Mind) ae 


I agree strongly 

I agree 

Undecided 

I disagree 

I disagree strongly 


to use drugs 

I agree strongly 
I agree 
Undecided 

I disagree 


I disagree strongly 


I agree strongly 

I agree 

Undecided 

I disagree 

I disagree strongly 


The more “potent” drugs such as LSD and Mescaline have 


definite harmful effects 


("Potent” Drugs a. 
Harmful) b. 
oie 

(ales 

e. 


I agree strongly 
I agree 
Undecided 

I disagree 


I disagree strongly 
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APPENDIX 8B 


SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF THE ANALYSES 
OF VARIANCE AND THE OVER-ALL 


CHI SQUARE ANALYSES 
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64. Speed has definite harmful effects 
(Speed Harmful) a.) leaoreerstronoly 
6b. 1 agree 
c. Undecided 
d. I disagree 
e. I disagree strongly 


65. The majority of drug users are "disturbed" or emotionally 
unstable people 
(Orug Users Disturbed) a. I agree strongly 
b. I agree 
c. Undecided 
d. I disagree 
e. I disagree strongly 


66. As students, drug users are typical or “average” i.e. are 
not different from others with respect to their interest, 
attendance, marks, conduct, etc. 

(Orug Users Typical) ave leagree strongly 
b. I agree 
c. Undecided 
d. I disagree 
e. 1 disagree strongly 


67. Our government should treat drug offenders by 
(Treatment Drug Offenders) 
a. Increasing the severity of penalties 
b. Varying the penalty according to the kind of drug 
involved 
CC. Renalizing only drug “pushers,” not Users 
d, Decreasing the severity of penalties 


e. Legalizing drug usage 
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TABLE 1 


SUMMARY OF THE ANALYSES OF VARIANCE 
OF THE CONTINUOUS VARIABLES 
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eS 


Grouping of Tests 
and Variable 


Degrees of 
Freedom 


meratio 


Probabilities 


A ES 


Personal 


Grade 
Father's Financial Success 


Specific Drug- 
Related Behavior 


Gained Freedom 
Religious Change 
Problems Change 
Number Smoke 


Activity and 
Interest Orientation 


School Club Activities 
Extracurricular Activities 
Grade Average (marks) 


Family 


No, Brothers 

No. Sisters 
Family Position 
Family Close 
Family Activities 


Social and Peer Relations 
No. of Close Friends 
Popularity Own Sex 
Popularity Opposite Sex 
Steady Presently-Time 
Values 


Church Attendance 
SelfeIdeal Self 
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TABLE 1 (continued) 


oO 
a 


Grouping of Tests Degrees of 
and Variable Freedom Feratia Prebdabilities 


Ea a en ee ee Ce ee eee 
Attitudes Towards Drugs 


Marijuana Legalized 7/148 11.48 .oo0001 
Freedom Use Drugs 7/148 10210 .ooo001 
LSD Expands Mind 7/148 (hak 000003 
Potent Drugs Harmful 7/148 el .002 
Speed Harmful 7/148 2.09 .04 
Drug Users Disturbed 7/148 Zon, FOZ 
Drug Users Typical 7/148 S05 .005 


SS SSS SS SSS 


TABLE SZ 


SUMMARY OF THE CHI SQUARE ANALYSES 
OP SHE DISCRETE VARIABLES 


ee we cnc i a eR SS Ta TEES EG SO SNR REE RR Te er RE SS ES Una a MR AEE i 
er em ea A EE SN SR SO NRE STE TT OATES SS NEES BY AE ct RI SR RES EE SRS er SL RCA a RS OR SRN ES RIES 


Grouping of Tests Chi Square Oegrees of 

and Variable Value Freedom Probabilities 
Personal 

Sex ae) tf Ss 

Age 24,42 14 ¢.02 

Family Religion Sana 28 <.002 
Father's Status 26.90 28 eS 6 
Mother's Status SG ol 28 N.S. 

Live Urban-Rural a1 or. a9 itl) 
Half-Day Student Usbares G N.S. 


Specific Drug- 
Related Behavior 


Non Use Reason oe Ot 18 AS. 
Intend to try DOrugs PEs Re (ate = aut 
Length of Use Shoe 12 .002 
Intend to Continue eee oi Woo 
Motives Set I (a Wee) 6 .08 (n.s. 

b 10.60 6 N.S. 
Motives Set II (a) 5.26 6 Nase 

b) eae 6 N.S. 
Drug Effects (Mar. Exper.) 16,88 15 n.S. 
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TABLE 2 (continued) 


SSS TS 
SS LS 


Grouping of Tests Chi Square Degrees of 
and Variable Value Freedom Probabilities 
et a ee ee 
Drug Effects ee Exper, ) 4, 3a 4 nes. 
Orug Effects (More Aware 

Problems) 14,91 ) .09 (ns. 
Setting Drink Alcohol 26.48 14 = ed 
Mother Smoke/Alcohol 26.07 35 iiese 
Father Smoke/Alcohol 36.45 35 Ae Se 


Activity and 
Interest Orientation 


Political Activities 52506 21 <,.04 
Study Time 45.01 28 ¢.u02 
Employed So, 596 28 Geog 
Future Occupational Plans ayy (8) 28 <.002 
Favorite Activity I 92,60 56 <i 
Favorite Activity II 92569 28 <.000001 
Family 
Parent Live With 537.°0 28 .004 
Closest Parent 44,686 28 A 8 
Parent Prefer Holiday 

With I 20.64 14 i,s. 
Parent Prefer Holiday 

With II 22.94 14 ,06 (n.s.) 


Social and Peer Relations 


Enjoy Parties 44,10 28 O03 
Age Date 66.10 35 <.001 
Ever Gone Steady anos 21 C2005 
Steady Presently 24.47 74 ads 
Favorite Activ. (People) ject 35 oneh 
Leisure Time (People) 52.93 28 ¢.003 
Values 

God Concept Sa 28 “,002 
Personal Religion Agee ie. <.0002 
Life Value | She) ai 49 N.S. 
Attitudes 


Treatment Drug 
Offenders 567,54 28 ¢.001 
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APPENDIX C 


CONTINGENCY TABLES FOR SIGNIFICANT 
OVER-ALL AND SELECTED 


CHI SQUARE ANALYSES 
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MABLE 2 


CHI SQUARE ANALYSES OF NMU x Hiv 
BURP PANT UY SOREL PGTONS 


SS 


No No 
Religion Eathnolac Religion Protestant Religion To, 
Group NMU 10 2 us Z les 
HMU 6 9 8 5 26 
Total {ha 16 2) 16 136 
Z 2 
XJ.) 0S O02 Geal0255, pos. 001 
TABLE 3 


Cal SQUARE ANALYSIS Oh NALS x sNinu 
RURS RAMI YoReL a GON 


Religion Catholic Protestant pee 

Group NAL aT rf 25 
NMU 10 a3 idle 

Total ifs ai 1.56 
2 


xcae-o 06,0 p <.04 
TABLE 4 


CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NMU x NNONE 
FOR? SPAMTLY (REETEL ON: 


Family Religion Batholic Protestant Loc, 
cece ESSEC TEE ——————E—————————EeEeee 
Group NMU 10 16) 25 
NNONE 20 9 5) 
AN a I I SEE SE ETT RT? 
Total $65 a3 RSI 
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TABLE 6 


OVER-ALL CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS FOR 
CovOKE GL GA mic lee 


Smoke Yes% No% Toc. 
Group NAL AZ(* 46,0 Vo52. Go Z5 
NMA Vales | [(40.3 Ze 
NMU aA Cera ta 7(29,2 24 
NNONE Bian os 2 Z2°(81 8 ues 
HAL (eso, 6 6(46.2 a3 
HVA 4(100.0 Cleats 4 
HMU ZL aS Zier Zl lehng 1. 6 
HNONE Bt 74.46 Z2126,.6 t 
TOTAL and 
Ua ey A eC i sah) 66(42.9) 154(100) 
bo Ooo) Sly eine, ar sfeletaulen, 
TABLE 7 
CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NAL x NNONE 
FUR” "SNCKE CIGAR Eites. 
——oooOOOeeeeeeee——eeeeeeeeeeeoooooEEoEoEaaaESEeSeSaQ@a@@q@q@qqqqooooouoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeu=ms=® 
Smoke Yes No Tau. 
pe Rp hs I a Es A a la ee cant 
Group NAL az {Weel 25 
NNONE 6 21 33 
at nh Be a af RO A lp ce Ret ed 
Total 88 66 154 
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TABLE 8 


CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NMU x NNONE 
FOR “SNORE CIGARETTES” 


Smoke Yes No Tra es 
Group NMU At 7 24 

NNONE 6 a Aye) 
Total 88 66 154 


ei oatG es ee 00007 


TABEE > 


CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF HAL x HMU 
POR sSINOKECIlGARETTES® 


Smoke Yes No (Eh he 

Group HAL it 6 ye 
HMU 24 2 26 

Total 88 66 152 
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TABLE 10 


QVER-ALL CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS FOR 
“LENGTH*OF USE OF DRUGS™ 


Length This Last 2-3 Over 4 
of Use Year Year Years Years Toles 
Group NMA SZ aia 411852 VOT aS 22 

NMU 218.0 Coz) Aa 56.0 Aa) 25 

HMA ENG ee TeZSee fal Coa) eso {la eran © 4 

HMU ols is CH ita Zousune TNS 2a 26 
TOTAL and 
TOS VACA esd? jo 26 (5604 ea ibe2) eer COLOUR) 

seed ae) 7,510) @ 2caar 
TAG been 
CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NMA x NMU 
POURS CRE NG OF suse 
OE PRUGS* 

eee ——————eE——EEEEEEEEEeE>IhL— EES 
Length of Use This Year Last Year tot. 
i sot a i cata a ls ee Nr le i an ee a athe Sate 
Group NMA 6 4 22 

NMU 2 14 25 
SI linc Rane to tn inet ett Senn AT ta aa ed ee ee 
Total 11 28 Ch 


nn nn nn SLU UUEtInE EEE SEER SEEEIEE 


x 726,85, d.f.=1, p <.009 
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DAB eeea2 


CHI SQUARE ANALYSES OF NMU x HMU 
PUR “CENGTH DE US UF DRUGS" 


Length of Use Last Year 4 years 2-3 years 4 years Be kor 


Group NMU 
HMU 


ee eee et vy en, Br Wi Peep o ery) tay rae nelels 


NAS bewaies 


OVER-ALL CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS FOR 
SINPENDGEONTINUE Dale USE” 


Intend Continue 


Drug Use Yes No Ot. 
Group NMA Ment Gers lars) Ziel 18 

NMU 22S Det Ne CS: Za 

HVA Gras 8) SC Sais 4 

HMU 1S soe) 9(40.9) Z2 
al al ere La a A ence ena oe nen een eee eset tenl ees 
hotaL 52(%0.0) 15(22.4) 67 (100.0) 
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TABLE 14 


CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NMU x HMU FOR 
“INTEND CONTINUE ORUG USE" 


Intend Continue 


Drug Use Yes No Makes 
Group NMU 22 1 235 
HMU ae | ee 
Total a2 ahs 67 
2 


eS Tireidateye (alee preate Siac 1 2)G) 


NAS bert 


CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NMA x HMU FOR 
“TNTENDSEONTINUE ORUGSUSE™ 


Intend Continue 


Drug Use Yes No TG 

ce a Dee a a a ee or ce 

Group NMA 16 2 18 
HMU ais 2) Pi 

ee ee Ee ——— eee 

Total a2 4h) 67 
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TABLE 16 


OVER=-ALL CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NON-DRUG GROUPS 
FOR “INTEND TRY DRUGS" 


er NG EEE EEO 


Intend Yes, 
Try Orugs Yes No Undecided if Legalized Tot. 
Group NAL Sore 8(34.8 EROS ed Silas 23 
NNONE Ceo Z24(82.8 Ey aln(geee: GY 0.0 29 
HAL Zar eet OL G6%.1 Ze en, ORE wae ae 
HNONE i ee Z206.0 i Cafes a ues) if 
TOTAL and 
1. leapevo 62870) ea? (59-72) 200282) 5 (ra) (1100.0 
i 
ewe = 2 le Ome <r =o omeOeeees 
TABLE 17 
CHI SQUARE ANALYSES OF NAL x NNONE 
FOR “INTENDS TRY DRUGS © 
Intend Yes, 
Try Drugs No Undecided Undecided if Legalized Tat. 
Group NAL 8 S 2 ¥ 23 
NNONE 24 S 5 0 29 
Total 42 yal) 20 é! “1 
%°=6,17, d.f.=1, p ¢.01 x°=5,26, d.f.=1, p <.02 
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TABLE 18 


CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NNONE x HNONE 
FOR “INTEND TRY DRUGS" 


Pp SS SS eee ——————————— ee ee eee ee es 
a ee eee enero sanSeS nae Ssonamn avs oa stsasue engl eneshnunsusagissenibuane-ts-e-gunsaiapusanse-aranagupiemeanananansndipassennamaisesaennamiinonanationenneneseemntneeanbacnanena-odieaninsnameessinasannnaaaaaaeatseeay 


Intend Try Drugs No Undecided hot. 

i a a a A cE A I ig cake a aa el cs a St te eo 

Group NNONE 24 5 29 
HNONE 2 4 7 

a ees er 

Total 42 20 71 

5 i a ae * 


x “25,85, d.f.=1, p ¢.02 


TABEES V9 


OVER-ALL CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS FOR 
LPO Ce AC rel Vliet 


Political 

Activity Yes No Tot. 

Group NAL Otsu. u Z25(10070 25 
NMU BUZZ a tat eaters 22 
NMA 4116.0 ZAC aO4 10 23 
NNONE Si Bia S0 (29029 a3 
HAL AS eens (babe EVs aoe) ies! 
HMA TZ5.0 aM hoe 4 
HMU anit) ay Zi ber Oren 26 
HNONE 2( 2550) CUPS. U 8 

lt pane ce ce ce eae a a es ee 

TOTAL and 

TOT 0 PUGS) 135( 86.5) 156 

tg me a Es Dace ee ee a oe tr ee IR ek ee oe a 
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Mm 7232.76) def.=21, 0 <.05 
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TABLE 20 


CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NAL x NMA 
FUR: *POLLTICAL-ACHINAIYS 


Political Activity Yes No Tate 

Group NAL 0 25 25 
NMA = 17 22 

Total 21 es 156 
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TABLE 22 


CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NMU x NNONE 
FOR "STUDY TIME" 


Study Time 10-15 hrs. /wk. None Tot. 
eee et OS 2 Aes a ee Re eee eee 
Group NMU 1 8 Zo 
NNONE g 2 33 
Total 10 38 154 
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= .05, 0.1. <0 pee. 06 


TAB CEZ 3 


CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NAL x NNONE 
BORaes or UD Yash Me 


Study Time 10-15 hrs. /wk None TOL, 

Group NAL 1 5 25 
NNONE 6 2 353 

Total 10 Se, 154 
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5=4,.350,00.f .=t, p<.04 
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CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF HAL x HMU 
POR (ST MON eel nes 


Study Time plus 15 hrs. /wk None feb ay 
nse sn en ee ne nn ee ee I I SI AE 
Group HAL 3 & 13 
HMU Z ae Zo 
ee a DT TG TS EST NPE 
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TABLE 26 


CHI SQUARE ANALYSES OF NMA x NNONE 
FOR “EMNPLOYED" 


Not Part-time Not 
Employed Seasonally At All (Regular) At All ipsh ess 
Group NMA is 14 2 4 22 
NNONE 2 19 4 19 32 

Total 19 76 36 76 156 
SEE lo Re om eR A SR eat | Renal pa aetna Ae vielen ee eee ae 

2 2 

> “210.86, d.f.=1, p <.001 ONE eee senha) reas 
TABLES2Z7. 
CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NAL x NNONE 
FOR “EMPLEOYED" 

Employed Part-time (regular) Not at all Tot, 
Ca eee. Res ee, Be ee ee eS ae ee es. 2 gt ae 
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NNONE te 13 gd 
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TABLE. 29 


Chile sO UARESANA EY Sloe shat <ninl 
FOR “PUTURE OCCUPATIONAL PLANS“ 
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Future University 

Occupational Plans plus Technical Undecided Gos. 
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CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NMA x NMU 
PUR "ENJOY PARTIES™ 
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NMuU ao 1 25 
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CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NMA x NMU 
FOR “AGE DATE" 
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TABLE 49 


CHI SQUARE ANALYSES OF HAL x HMuU 
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CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NMA x NMU 
FOR "GOD CONCEPT" 
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OVER-ALL CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS FOR 
“PERSONAL RELIGION" 
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CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF NAL x NMA 
FOR “TREATMENT DRUG OFFENDERS" 
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